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PREFACE 



TO THE ENGLISH EDITION. 



Thb reasons assigned by the learned and judicioos anthor 
of the following work for its appearance in America^ will 
be r^arded as equally valid for its republication in 
England. Employing one common language, and pro- 
fessingi for the most part, the same fundamental views of 
their common Christianity, the interest felt by theological 
readers in such works of real value as issue from the 
press in both countries, cannot fail to be as reciprocal 
as the perusal of these works must prove mutually 
advantageous. 

Till very recently the American divines were, likf 
ourselves, confined to the use of those critical aids for 
the study of the Sacred Scriptures, of which we have long 
been in possession; but, experiencing the numerous and 
grievous deficiencies of the more purely philological de- 
partment of English theology, they have at length struck 
out a new path for themselves, and, notwithstanding the 
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disadvantages arising from their distance from the old 
worlds the limited extent of their public libraries^ and the 
newness of their more important academical institutions, 
they are prosecuting their labours with a degree of intelli- 
gence and industry, which promises the most important 
results to Biblical science. 

Mr. Stuart-is known as the author of an elaborate and 
excellent Hebrew Grammar, and, in conjunction with his 
colleague, Mr. Robinson, of a translation , of Winer's 
Greek Grammar of the New Testament, with important 
additions and corrections. In consideration of the neces- 
sity of furnishing theological students with accurate ideas 
respecting the principles of Biblical interpretation, he has 
also been induced to publish a translation of Ernesti^s 
Institutio Interpretis, which be has interspersed with a 
number of sound and judicious critical comments.' Nor 
is Mr. Stuart destitute of celebrity as a controversial 
divine. In a series of ** Letters on the Trinity, and on the 
Divinity of Christ," republished at Belfast^ in Ireland, he 
evinces a judgment and ability worthy of the task he has 
undertaken. 

It was impossible for any person who had perused the 
iformer works of our author not to hail with high anticipa- 
lions the present production as a most valuable acces- 
sion to Biblical literature. Intimately acquainted with the 

■ This work has heen republished in this country under the following title : 
*< Elements of Biblical Criticism and Interpretation, &c. London, B. J. Holds- 
worth, 18» St. Paul's Church Yard, 1827." 12ino. 
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nunatiseof Hebrew grammar; familiar with the diversified 

# 

sfjle of the sacred writers ; trained by long study of the 
laws of Biblical exegesis to a refined anH matured tact in 
seizing the point, the bearing, the various shades and 
ramifications of meaning couched under the sacred phra- 
seology ; imbued with a sincere love of divine truth, and 
a profound reverence for its dictates; and, withal, endowed 
with a manly and richly cultivated intellect, he possesses 
qualifications peculiarly fitting him for the performance of 
a work replete with so many difficulties as that of a 
Translation and Critical Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Hebrews. 

The ordeal to which this important portion of Scripture 
has been subjected by the wild and extravagant hypotheses 
of some of the master-spirits of German theology, rendered 
it a matter of imperious necessity, that some champion, 
completely accoutred and disciplined to the battle, should 
step forward, and take up the gauntlet which they have so 
fearlessly and vauntingly thrown down. If we mistake 
not, such a champion has here entered the field and won 
(he day. Questions respecting style, authorship, and in- 
terpretation, which men of such celebrity as Eichhom, 
Bertholdt, De Wette, and others, were considered to have 
completely set at rest, have been submitted to a fresh and 
rigid investigation ; and in most instances triumphantly, in 
all more or less satisfactorily, the very reverse of their 
conclusions has been shown to be in accordance with the 
real facts of the case. 
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It is to be hoped that the worthy Author will be eiicoa«- 
raged, by the reception given to the^ present work in this 
oouniry, to prosecate his valuable and important labours 
in the field of Biblical research. A similar production 
from his pen on Job, the Psalms, or (with special reference 
to the Commentary of €resenius) the prophet Isaiah, would 
supply a great desideratum in theological literature. 

It will be gratifying to English readers to be informed, 
diat in consequence of an arrangement entered into witk 
the publisher, Mr. Staart has secured to himself a doe 
proportion of the profits of the present edition. 



E. HENDERSON. 



London, 
March 4th, 1828. 



PREFACE. 



The origin of the following work must be ascribed to 
the daties, which my present occupation calls upon me to 
perform. As the time spent in the study of the Scriptures^ 
at this Seminary, has not 'allowed me to lecture upon all 
the epistles of Paul, it has been my custom to select those, 
which appeared to be the most difficult, and in some re- 
spects the most instructive and important. Jliese are the 
epistles to the Romans and the Hebrews. In respect 
*to the latter epistle, many serious exegetical difficulties 
occur, to remove which, much time and extensive study 
are necessary. But the greatest difficulty of all arises from 
the fact, that this epistle is anonymous, and that the Pauline 
origin of it has been more or less doubted or disputed, 
ever since the latter part of the second century, if not still 
earlier. This subject I have deemed to be very interesting 
and important ; and I have endeavoured, while discharging 
my duty of lecturing upon the epistle, to throw what light 
I could upon the dark places of its literature. 
Experience however has taught me, that lectures could 
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communicate to students but a very limited and incompe- 
tent view of t!ie disputed ground, in regard to the origin of 
the epistle to the Hebrews. The exceedingly numerous 
quotations, and appeals to writers ancient and Inodem, 
which it was necessary to make, and the almost endless 
references to the Scriptures, which apposite illustration 
and argument requiredi rendered it impossible that a mere 
lecturer should communicate, or his hearer acquire and 
retain, any thing like an adequate view of the whole 
subject . 

What was true of the literary introduction to the epistle, 
"Was also found to be true in respect to many of the most 
important exegetical difficulties, connected with the inter- 
pretation of it. The young student, by the mere repetition 
or delivery of any lecture upon them> (however particular or 
plain it might be in the view of an experienced interpreter,) 
was not able to acquire such a knowledge as would avail 
thoroughly to free him from his embarrassments, or to 
render him capable of explaining such matters to others. 

The knowledge of thiese facts, resulting from repeated ex- 
perience, first led me to the design of publishing, in extensoy 
on the epistle to the Hebrews. The repeated solicitations 
which have been made, that I would engage in this under- 
taking, might perhaps constitute some apology for embark^ 
ing in it, if such an apology were necessary. But the time 
has come, when, in our country, no apology is necessary 
for an effort to promote the knowledge of the Holy Scrip- 
tures, or to cast any light upon- them. There is an appre- 
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hetision, at present, somewhat extensive and contihaally 
increasing, that no one age, nor any body ^of men pertaining 
to it, have done. a// which the homan facidties, wifli the 
bksmig of 6od^ are capaUe of accomplishing. Christians, 
in fliis country, are coming more and more to believe, that 
as the church advances nearer to that state, in which ^' the 
knowledge of the Lord shall fill the earth as the waters 
eover tfie seas/' a better understanding of the Scriptures 
may be confidently hoped for and expected. It <mnnot be 
rationally supposed, that this will be coramnmcated by 
a miracnlous interposition. It nrast result from candid* 
pntientf. Jong^ontinued, and radical investigation of the 
langnage and idiom of the Sacred writers. Interpretations 
a priori have long enough had their sway in the church;; 
and it. is very manifest, that a more judicious and truly 
Pjrotestant mode of thinking and reasoning, in respect to 
the. interpretation of the Scriptures, has oommenised, tmd 
]i>ids fair to be extensively adopted. 

Whether the following sheets will contribute to aid this 
great object, must be left to the readers of them to decide. 
I Qai^ only say, that I have aimed at the accoihplishment of 
Ibis, end, and thiftt, if I have failed in respect to it, one 
i;reat design of my undertaking and labours is defoitod. 

Probably some of my readers may thinks that the tntfH^ 
4iH;tofy dissertations, which constitute the first)volume of 
Jthe iMcesentwcHrk, arei more extended than wiiS';ni9oes8avy; 
imd that tibey are too minute and circumstantial. 4. My only 
iirieply to this is^ that an acquaintance with what has of late 

VOL. I. ' b 



years been done, and with what is now doing, to shake the 
credit of our epistle, and to eject it from the canon of 
sacred writings to which appeal can be made in proof of 
Scripture doctrine, would of itself bo an ample apology for 
all the pains I have taken, and all the minuteness of exa- 
mination into which I have gone. Should it be said, that 
the German writers, whom I have opposed, are as yet 
unknowQ in this country, and that it was inexpedient to 
make (hem known ; the allegation would only show how 
little acquainted the person who makes it is, with the 
actual state of our present knowledge, and with the rela- 
tions in which we stand to the German authors. Oai 
youth are every day resorting to Germany for education ; 
oar colleges are filling up with Professors who have beeo 
educated there; the language of Germany is becoming an 
object of classical study in our public Seminaries of learn- 
ing; and in a multitude of ways, through the medium of 
translations as well as by the knowledge of the G«rman 
language, is the literature of Germany producing an influ- 
ence upon oar own. 

In tbis state of things, the attacks made upon the 
Pauline origin, or upon the canonical credit, of the epistle 
to file Hebrews, cannot be kept back from the knowledge 
of our intelligent and indnstrions students. It is better, 
therefore, to meet the whole matter wiUi an open face, fairly 
to examine it, and either to yield to the force of ai^umenls 
suggested by the critics of the old world, or to ccnnbat 
tbem in such a way as effectually to defend tbe positions 
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wWob we Uke<t Christian caadoor aad impartialily demaad 
thia. The day of imlftonty in Ihe cbardi Is passed by; it 
is to be hoped, that the day of $atmd reason woA of arffu* 
mmU is to fsllow* It is better to convinco men by an 
appeal to dieir undenitandings and thehr heaito> than ft is 
to terrify them by holding tiie rod of anttiority over them, 
or to deter them from speaking oat their oonvictioos by 
aignments ad moidiam. These are tiie never-AUIing re* 
soufce of minds, which ate consdoas of possessing no 
bstfter means than such of convincing others, and which 
■atnraUy resort to those wMch are most within their reach. 

Omr religion seeks no concealment ; it fears no assaults. 
If it wifl not stand the test of sober reason and of arga- 
meiit, it will not iong have place in the worid, among 
enlightened men. Those who shrink, from snch tests, and 
declaim against the nse of oar reason, show their want of 
ooaMence in the cause which they profess to espoose. If 
tlwy did tmt know it, they are already half won over^ to tiie 
ranks of doabters or of nobdievers* 

On the svbjact of interprstation, one may well say, 
'' Drink deep, or taste not." A balf*ilhiminated interpr^sr 
dadbts ef ery thing, and sees nothing dearfy. Would God^ 
dm fisiag generation of ftose who are devoted 4o the. stndy 
of the divine word, might feel deeply penetrated with the 
trath of tlUs! It would be an event highly auq^cioos to 
the cause of truth in the world. 

The second vokime of this work will commence wllh a 
new translation of the epistle to ttie Hebrews. In this, it 
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has be^n my object ta give a tnore exact view of Ibe features 
of tbe original Greek, than is presented by oar common 
English, version;. Of all the tasks which an interpreter 
performs, this is the most difficult* To make some kind: 
of translation, is indeed a very easy thing ; to follow on, 
in. the tracks of some othor interpreter, is equally easy. 
But to translate^ so as to make an author, who has com- 
posed in another language, altogether intelligible, and yet 
preserve all the shades, and colouring, and nice transitions, 
and. (fio far as may be) even the idioms themselves of the 
Original, is the very highest and most difficult work, which 
an interpreter is ever called to perform. A* translation, 
faithfully presenting the original,^is in'itself a commentary; 
It is the sum of all an interpreter's labours,, exhibited in 
the briefest manner possible. Hence the little success, 
that has attended most of the versions which have been 
made of the Scriptures. Their authors have either abridged 
or paraphrased the original ; more commonly, the latter. 
Neither is admissible, in a translatTon truly faithful. - Whe** 
ther I have shunned the one and the other,, must be left to 
ibe judgment of the reader. 

I much prefer the Saxon English,, for a version of the 
Bible. I have accordingly chosen it, whenever I could, 
and have purposely avoided substituting Latinizing Englisk 
in its toom, unless a regard to the meaning of the original 
compelled me to do it. 

The translation will be followed by a continuous com- 
mentary upon the whole epistle. When difficulties der 
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attuided q^ial and ettonded inT^igatiob, I have tbroWa 
the fegnlt <if Mch^lnvestigatioii into mi '£rdirfftif at tiie 
end^ Hwre, iobjects of difflksnlty caii be treated, and 
i hrt l ed ; with nofe oonVenieiice and more Iblly, than if 
ittlefnixed with tiie braal serfes of exegetibal notes. 
^ • I haTe^eoomilted cMsmentariea bofli ancient and nioden^ 
while 'GMipoBing the exegetieal paHi of these voloinesl 
Cati^rsestoiDy Tbetdbrel, and Theophylact, are tiie ancient 
ittlsfpfeleta, wh<^ may be read with inoeh interest and witfl 
some profit I owe to them not a few hints, which I regard 
as Talnable. From more recent critics I have derived very 
eoMlderable aid, ' which I wonld gratefolly acknpwledge. 
After an, I have examined other writers, rather for th^ 
sake of correcting or enlarging my own impressions^ 
flMulfor the sake of abridging or condensing their works. 
My miifona method of stndy has been, to exhaust the 
lesotttees of my own mind before I applied to others tok 
hdp. Bot I have neither despised nor neglected this help ; 
nor have I, in any case, followed the opinion of any critib, 
wtieBB I was satisfied witib the reasons which he gives for 
it^ Critics of very different sentiments and views, I have 
consnltedi Impartial investigation demanded this; and I 
should be bnt ill Satisfied, in respect to the discharge of 
my own duty, if I had not done it 

The interpretations which I have adopted and defended^ 

are.theresultof long continued and often repeated labour 

and study. This, however, does not of itself enhance their 

" vvilue to the reader. They must stand by their own internal 



valno, if tbey do stand, and not by tbo length of lime 
daring which tbcy hare been coming into existence. 

I have not made it an object to transcribe other com- 
mentators, and continually to refer to them. It is a mode 
of commentary to which I have a dislike; particularly so, 
when it is carried to the excess, to which many interpreters 
have carried it. I have therefore retreated as far from it, 
as my views of usefulness and propriety would permit me 
to do. The reader will bare, at least, one advantage from 
this. lie will not be compelled merely agere actum — to 
read over what he has read before. 

To say, that critical commentaries on the Scriptures, o( 
the higher kind, are wanting in the English language, would 
be only to repeat what every biblical student has long felt 
and confessed. The lime has come, when this evil ought, 
if possible, to be redressed. Whether the attempt to assist 
in this great work, which I have made in the followii^ 
sheets, can be justly regarded as a successful one, is Dot 
for the writer to judge. 

It will be understood, of course, that the work is designed 
for Btudents in theology, and for those who engage in a f rulf 
critical study of the Scriptures. With commentaries de- 
signed for the edihcation of Christian readers at large, I 
believe the English world is better supplied, than any other 
part of Christendom. Henry, Patrick, Guise, Orton, 
Doddridge, Brown, Clark, Scott, and others, have pub- 
lished works of this nature. It is not my design to occupy 
the ground, which they have already occupied. The reader 
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of my woik mast not expect sermoDizing commentary, but 
an attempt at philological and critical interpretation. 
(htique 9uum. I bless God for raising up sncb com- 
mentators as those jast mentioned, for Oiristians at large ; 
bot the frofe$9ed interpreter* of his word need other aid, 
and dmt very different from what their works afford, in 
order to attain a fundamentally critical knowledge of the 
original Seriptnres. 

The responribility of pnblishing a work like the present, 
is Tory great It is one from which I should shrink, if, on 
the whole, I could come to the conclusion, that duty 
would permit me to decline it As my conyiction now is, 
I must venture to commit the work to God, and to the 
Christian public, hoping that it may contribute, in some 
measure, to advance the knowledge of a very interesting 
portion of his Holy Word« 

M. STUART. 

Theological Seminaiy, AndoTer, 
Sept. 18, 1827. 
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were some, who aUeged that this epistle did not come firom 
the hand of Paul ; as Pantcenns and Clement had, before 
this, made an effort to remove objections against it. 

(3.) The very manner in which Origen attempts to remove 
objections, shows that he gave foil credit to the apostolic 
origin of the epistle. ' The thoughts,* he avers, < are 
apostolic, and worthy of an apostle; bat the diction is 
derived from another.' And when he says, ^' It is not 
without reason that the ancients have handed it down €U 
belonging to Paul ;" and then adds, ** bnt who wrote it, 
God only knows with certainty, some attributing it to Luke, 
and some to Clement ;" nothing can be plainer, than that 
he means here to suggest, that he considers it to be uncer- 
tain, who penned it, i. e. reduced it to writing ; for he had 
just asserted that the thoughts were suggested by the apostle^ 
while the diction arose from him who reduced them to 
writing. To suppose (as has been supposed) that Origen 
means to assert, that God only knows from whom the 
sentiments of the epistle sprung, or who the author was» in 
this sense, is to suppose that Origen has directly contra- 
dicted himself, in the very same paragraph. Therefore, 

(4.) When Origen says that some attribute it to Luke, 
and some to Clement; the probability clearly is, (from the 
connexion in which this stands,) that he means to say, 
' Some attribute the penning or writing of it down, to the one 
or the other of these persons." If this be so, (and it appears 
to be very plain that it is,) it only serves to show, that 
Origen did not consider the tradition about Luke and 
Clement as well established; and especially so, as the 
traditionary reports were not agreed respecting the ama- 
nuensis or recorder of ttie epistle. It is possible^ I acknow- 
ledge, that Origen means to say, that some attributed the 
leal authorship to Luke or Clement; although I cannot 
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think that this opinioh has any probable support^ in the 
passage of Origen now under consideration^ if it be ex- 
plained by any just rules of interpretation^ 

(5.) It is clear that Origen ascribes his own belief^ and 
the belief of the churches of his time, that the epistle was 
Paul's, to ancient tradition. '' If any church receive this 
epistle as Paurs, let it be commended for this ; for it is not 
without reason^ that the ancients (ol uqxjo^m) have handed it 
down (ora^eScoxao-O as Paul's." Here two things lire as- 
serted ; first, that the tradition of its being Paul's is well 
grounded, in Origeq's view, oux aix^ vapaSshooxoun ; and 
secondly, that it is an cmcient tradition, for ^1 afxj^m avdpeg 
have so thought. 

I cannot well account for it, that Eichhorn and Bertholdt 
have kept out of sight this direct testimony of Origen to the 
tradition of the churches. Eichhorn has indeed quoted it 
(§ 271), but made no comment upon it ; while Bertholdt 
has broken the paragraph into two parts, afid quoted what 
precedes the clause in question, in one place (p. 2944), and 
that which follows it in another (p« 2956) ; while he has 
wholly omitted the clause under consideration. The opinion 
of Pantaenus and Clement, that Paul wrote this epistle, had 
previously been ascribed by these critics either to their own 
conjectures, or to the influence which the views of the 
church of Alexandria had over them, in respect to this 
subject. Origen also is represented by them, as struggling 
between his own convictions and the prejudices of the times, 
in respect to the point in question, and as falling at last 
upon the conjecture, that ^ the sentiments are the apostle's 
while the diction is another's,' in order to reconcile his own 
views, and the current prejudices of the Alexandrine church. 
These critics have been very careful to render prominent 
the expression of Origen, who wrote it God [only] knoms^ 
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report attributing it to Clement and to Luke; and they 
have quoted this too, without adverting at all to the evident 
meaning of it, which is^ ' who penned or wrote it down is 
uncertain, report attributing it to different men ;* using the 
expression just as if Origen had simply said, ' who was the 
author of the epistk, God only knows.' See Berth. Einl. 
^ 648. Eichh. § 271. Besides this, Bertholdt represents 
Origen as asserting, that an ancient tradition^ brought down 
even to his time, attributed the authorship of the epistle to 
Luke (p. 2955), or to Clement (p. 2958) ; but that Origen, 
believing neither of these ancient traditions, declared that 
'God only knows who composed it.' One cannot help 
remarking, how leaning towards a favourite hypothesis will 
help to obscure one part of testimony, and make another 
to stand out in relief. That ol a^am ivigeg have not, as 
Origen asserts, without reason declared the epistle to be 
PauFs, this critic has passed over Mrith profound silence. 
On the other liand, '^ it is an ancient tradition,'' he says, 
^' propagated down to the time of Origen^ that either Clement 
or Luke composed it." But Origen himself does not say 
this. His words are simply, '* Who wrote it [i. e. penned it, 
down,] God knows, ^ Ss els ^V^oi? ^iioreura, i<mp!u, but a report 
has come to us, that it was either Clement or Luke." Now 
where is the ancient tradition, brought even down to Origen's 
time, ascribing the composition of the epistle to two different 
men, neither of whom Origen believed to be the author ? 
So far from this, Origen says not a word here of ancient 
tradition ; nor even of tradition at all. He does not say 
that either la-Toplu icaXenci, or frapadoiris ffoiXonoi, brings down 
this report; but simply ^ eU ^f^S ^iaa-aa-a la-ropla, i. e. report 
has come to us, or, it is reported, there is a report, report 
says, that either Luke or Clement wrote it. Now he might 
have used the same expression, H freely concede, if such 
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report had been ancient ; bat he might use the d^me, too, 
in reference merely to the reports of his day ; at which 
time, no doubt, various difficulties were raised, in some of 
the churches, respecting the Pauline origin of the epistle. 
Certainly, then, Bertholdt has no right to represent Origen 
in the manner he does, as averring that anctenf tradition 
assigned the authorship of the epistle to Luke or to 
Clement, 

Indeed, the language which Origen employs, in this case, 
would seem to be designedly different from that which he 
employs in the sentence wholly omitted by Bertholdt, 
which runs thus ; *^ If any church holds this epistle to be 
PauFs, it deserves commendation for this ; because wk slxlj 
the ancients have handed it down to us, that it is Paul's. 
Observe the expressions ol oLpy(aio^ ^^d ncupaSeiixaa-i, words 
altogether appropriate to the designation of truly ancient 
tradition, and not to be mistaken ; while the report con- 
cerning Luke and Clement is announced simply by 4 clf 
ijlj^ag ^ioi(rei<ra Wro§ici, leaving it wholly indeterminate whether 
this report is recent or ancient ; for ^da<rao-a surely does not 
of course designate the antiquity of the report. Why 
Bertholdt should thus magnify this part of Origen's asser* 
tion, and wholly omit all notice of the other which cannot 
be misunderstood and is not liable to misconstruction, is 
best known to himself. But thus much may properly be 
said. If the testimony of the ancients (or modems) is to be 
managed in this way, then we may assert, with equal trath, 
our inability to prove any thing, or our ability to prove 
aliquid ex aliquo. 

That Origen was not in the doubtful state about the 
epistle, which the critics just named represent him to be, 
may be clearly evinced from other passages in his writings, 
even if the one already examined were to be regwded as 
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dubious. For example ; Comm. oq John (ii. p. 18. ed« 
Haet.)^ <' According to this the apostle says/" and then 
quotes Heb. v. 13. That by this apostle he meant Panl^ 
oth^ passages in the slune commentary clearly show. E« 
g. ** In the epistle to the Hebrews, the same Paul says/'* 
p. 56 ; again, ** Panl in the epistle to the Hebrews^''' p. 
162. In his book against Celsus, he says; ''For it is 
written by Paul, in his letter to the Corinthians • • • • and 
the same apostle says;"^ and then he quotes Heb. t. 12. 
C!ontra Cels. p. 482. ed. Bened. In his treatise on prayer, 
he quotes the epistle to the Hebrews, as an episfte of the 
same apostle who wrote die epistle to the Ephesians^ De 
Oratione i. p. 250. ed. Bened. Id a homOy, preserved in a 
Latin translation, he says, '' Paul himself, the greatest of 
the apostles, writing to the Hebrews says;"^ Then he 
quotes Heb. xU. 18. 22, 28. He also appeals to thip 
epistle as authoritative^ in establishing any position ; e. g« 
Comm. in John ii. 57, 58. ed. Huet. 

These testimonies can leave no doabt what the opinion 
of Origen was, as to the real authorship of the epistle^ 
however be might account for what he deemed the peculiar 
colouring of the style. It is surely quite a subordinate 
question. Who was the amanuensis ot translator of Paul ? 
The important questions are. Did the sentiments originate 
from him ! And is he the real author of them ? If Origen 
has not developed his opinion respecting these questions 

* Kcfrh tovtS ^ffOfiaf 6 hnr^ffrQ'Kos, Srt jv. r. X. loc. cit. 

' Kol iy if vfhs 'Efipaiovs, 6 aMs Uau\6s ^fft^ ic r. A. loc. cit. 

* 'O ik llw\0St ^ rg vfibs '"Rfipalovs, Jc. r. X, loc cit. 

* Tiypmrrai yhp vapit rf ll«0\^ rifuiv KopiyQlois hcurriKKovri .... b ^ ahrl* 
'. . . . ^qc)* Kol yrySifOTt xp^iay fypvr^t, k» r. \. loc. cit. 

^ Ipte ergo apofltolormn maiimas .... Paulas • . • . dicit, ad Hebrsos scribent^ 
«tc. Hoii^.lII.iBJNiiii.p.aSl.editB«n^UGt. 
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beyond all doubt, I know not that it is in the power of Ian- 
guage to do this. If he has not most explicitly averred , 
that the then ancient tradition taught this, and for good 
reasons^ I am unable to eonceive how he could have 
averred it. 

(6.) Let us ask^ how far back must this testimony have . 
gone, in order to be ancient in Origen's time? Nothing 
can be weaker, than the assertion that Origen refers, in his 
ag%a7oi iv^qig, to Clement and Pantsenus ; both of whom 
were his contemporaries, and lived until he was about 
thirty years of age. Pantaenus died about 211, as Jerome 
affirms ; Clement, about A. D. 217 or 220 ; and Origen was 
born A. D. 184 or 185. Now as Origen lived but little 
more than a centary from the apostolic age, nothing can be 
plainer, than that the o» af^cCm otvipes must mean, either 
those who were conversant with the apostles, or at least 
the generation succeeding them. This not only confirms 
what I have already endeavoured to prove, from Clement 
of Rome, from the testimony of the Italic leind Syriac ver- 
^ons, and from Pantaenus and Clement, viz. that the epistle 
to the Hebrews was canonical in the primitive age of the 
church ; but it shows, beyond reasonable doubt, that Pan- 
tsenus and Clement believed Paul to be the author of the 
epistle to the Hebrews, in common with the churches of 
their times, on the ground of ecclesiastical tradition, and 
not from their own conceit, or their own prejudices in 
favour of Alexandrine notions.^ 

(7.) It appears that Origen was strongly impressed with 
the conviction, that the style of the epistle to the Hebrews 
was different from the usual one of Paul. Yet so firm was 
his conviction, that the epistle for substance did originate 
from Paul, that he has not only often ascribed it directly to 
him, obiter, but given us at large his- view, viz. that he coo- 
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sidered Paal as the aaibor 'of the thoughts or ideas. At 
the same time, he endeavours to accoant for it, without 
prejudice to this opinion or to church tradition, that the 
costume of the epistle is not Pauline, by supposing a 
disciple of Paul to have recorded the conceptions of his 
master in his own language. That Origen should have 
adhered to what he declares to be the tradition of the 
ancients, respecting the author of this epistle, under such 
circumstances, and beset with such doubts, exhibits in a 
most striking manner the strength of his convictions^ and 
the weight of tradition in its favour. 

The allegation made by Eichhom and Bertholdt, that 
Origen conceded the epistle to the Hebrews to be Paul's, 
from forbearance to the prejudices of the church at Alex- 
andria, and out of love to the allegory which is in it, the 
credit of which he would wish to defend^ has no real sup* 
port. In regard to his prejudices in favour of the church 
at Alexandria, we cannot suppose them to have been very 
strong ; for he was banished from this place, in the midst 
of >fais public labours, when he was about 48 years of age, 
and he spent the last 22 years of his life principally at 
Cesarea and in its neighbourhood, never returning again to 
Alexandria. Yet in works published long after he resided 
at Cesarea, he ascribes to Paul the epistle to the Hebrews. 
And in regard to the allegory of this epistle, if this were 
the principal reason for receiving it into the canon, then 
why did he not also receive the epistle of Barnabas, the 
Shepherd of Hermas, and many other pieces of a similar 
nature, in which the ancient church abounded? We may 
well be permitted to ask, indeed, why should we ascribe 
any other motive to Origen for receiving this epistle, than 
what he declares to have been a sufficient and commendable 
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one in the cbarches, viz. that the ancients, not without 
REASON, had handed it down as Paul's ? 

The opinion of the church at Alexandria appears to 
have been uniformly the same, after the age of this great 
man, I shall very briefly notice it here ; as testimony later 
than Origen's, from this quarter, can amount but to little 
more than proof, that the opinions of himself and his pre- 
decessors continued to be held without variation. 

Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, received the epistle to 
the Hebrews as canonical, and as the work of Paul, abont 
A. D. 247 ; as did Theognostun, probably a teacher in the 
famous Christian school at Alexandria, about '^82. It was 
received as Paul's by Alexander, bishop in the same city, 
about 313; by the celebrated Athanasias, bishop of the 
same place, about 326 ; by DidymuSj master of the cate- 
chetical school there, about 370 ; and by Cyril, bishop of 
Alexandria, about 413. 

It is unnecessary to proceed any farther on, than down 
to the time of Jerome and Augustine; whose opinion in 
favour of this epistle being Paul's, is universally acknow- 
ledged ; and whose influence over the western churches 
occasioned the gradual, and finally the universal, reception 
of it, by all those churches in that quarter where it had 
been rejected. 



§ 15. Testimony of the Eastern Churches. 

From Egypt let us now repair to the eastern region, 
and Bee what the tradition of the churches was in that 
quarter. 

We have already seen that Justin Martyr, a native of 
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Samaria, qnotes from oar epistle about 140. After Jastio, 
there were no considerable writers, in this part of the 
church, whose works are still extant, until the time of 
Eusebius. Methodius, however, bishop first of Olympus 
in Lycia, and afterwards of Tyre, seems pretty plainly to 
ascribe this epistle to Paul, about 292, Lard. vii. 261. It 
was probably received as such by Pamphilus, presbyter at 
Ccsarea, about 294; as it stands in the midst of Paul's 
epistles, in a manuscript copied from one of Pamphilus, 
id. VII. 325. 

But the most important testimony from this quarter, 
(next after that of Origen, who lived at a period so much 
earlier, and spent here the most important part of his life, 
viz. the last twenty-two years of it,) remains to be recited. 
I refer 'to the testimony of Eusebius of Cesarea, the well- 
known historian of the church, who has taken so much 
pains to collect evidence firom all quarters, respecting the 
canon of Scripture. I shall produce his testimony in a 
collected view, in order to facilitate the comparison of it ; 
and then subjoin a few remarks. 

Lib. III. c. iii. ^* Fourteen epistles are clearly and cer^ 
tainly Paul's ; although it is proper to be known, that some 
have rejected that which is written to the Hebrews, al- 
leging, with the church at Rome, that it is spoken against^ 
as not belonging to Paul." ' A little after this, in the same 
book, c. XXV, he reckons among the books of Scripture, 
which he calls 6]xoXoyouftevoi, (i. e. not contradicted or gain* 
sayed, viz. by such authority as to create any doubts, or 
to any considerable extent in the church,) the epistles of 
Paul ; in which, beyond all question, he includes the epistle 

' To? tk TLa^Kov irpi^Xoi icoi ffo/ptis al BtKorecraapes* Bti ye fi^y rufts ijOerfiKaai 
r^v irpbs *'Efipedovs, vfAs rris "Pctfjudwy iKKXrivias, &s /lij lla6\ov oCffeuf abriiv &pti- 
XiyttrBai ^^arrcs, ov ^cuov hyvouv. Hist. Ecc. iii. 3. 

VOL. I. S 
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to the Hebrews ; for he afterwards particularizes the 
epistle of James, of Jude, the 2 Pet. and 2d and 3d John, 
as those books which are avriXsyojxeyoi, i. e. called in question^ 
contradicted.^ In the same book, c. xxxviii^ after saying 
that Clement of Rpme had made many extracts from the 
epistle to the Hebrews, he adds, " Wherefore, not without 
r^as^pn this epistle is reckoned among the writings of Paul. 
For when Paul had written to the Hebrews, in their ver- 
nacular language, some say that Luke made a translation 
of it, and some, that this Clement did, of whom we have 
been speaking.''^ In Lib. vi. c. xx, he mentions, that 
'^ Caius, ip a dispute against Proclus, held at Rome in the 
time of Zephyrinus, blames the temerity and audacity of 
his opponents in composing new writings, and mentions 
only thirteen epistles of Paul, not numbering that which is 
inscribed to the Hebrews. Moreover, even to the present 
time, this epistle is reckoned by some of the Romans, a3 
not belonging to Paul."^ 

In Eusebius, we meet with the first ecclesiastical writer, 
who has designedly made out a full and regular catalogue 

' Mer^ 2^ foir^ [sc. rV f^v npd^twu ypwp^y] rhs UaiKov KaToXttcrioP iftri' 

mvXdr oTs i^rjs K»r,\ ravra fjiktf iy dfio\oyovfi4»ots, T&y 9h &tffi\ftr 

yfxivwv 1^ \eyofi4yri *laK<&fiQv , koI 'loMa, ^€ Uirpov Scvr^pa hri* 

CTToK^, Koi ^ ov6iw.^oii4tnn d€VT4pa icod rpirTi 'Icadvyov, Hist. Ecc. iii. 25. 
* ^ 'El' if [sc. iirurroXTi KK-fifievros] rfjs irphs *E0paiovs iroXA^ vtyfifuvra wapoBeiSf 
•j|f8c 8^ Koi oifToXf^tl ffjiTOis rurtv 4| ainvjs xpV(f^^^os, an^iarara Trepttmiaiy $ri ^ 
yeby ^dpxti rh ff^yypofifjia* "O^ev eUc^rws l^o^€V airrh ro7s Koivciis iyKptraXitx'^^ 
pof, ypiyLiMun rov kfroarSXov. *Efipoiois yhp 8t3t t^s luerpiov yXsSrmis iyypd^ws 
if/uXuK^ros rod Tla6\ov, oi fxly rhy eiKtryytXurr^y Aovkw, ol Bh rhy KA^/icrra rovroy 
alrrhy tpiMjuewrai r^y ypcup/fiv. lib. iii. 38. 

3 *'tiA0€ 8^ tls iifias jcal Tcdov Xoywrdrov iyBpbs Zid\vyos, ivrl *Ft&fi,ris icor^ Zi^vpT- 
yw, rrpin np6Khoy r^s Kvrh ipdyots aiprfKrews ^fpfjuueovyra K^KOtrmivos* 4y frSp 9C 
iyctyrlas r^y wepl rh ovyrdrrtiy Kouyhs ypafpks 'wpoireTctdy re koI r6\iAay ^Triffrofd^tov^ 
rwv rod lepov i,voar6\ov HtKorpiQy fiSywy ItriavoXSy funfifJioy^&Uf r^y irphs 'EffiptUovs 
fi^l ffvyapiBijAictas rdis \onr€us» *Eictl Ktd ctV Htvpo vaph *¥»fJMiuyr iffiy,ov yofd^mm 
rod i,'ico<rr6Xov rvyxdy^iy. lib. vi. 20. 
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of the canon of the New Testament ; and who made exten- 
sive investigation^ in regard to the opinions of the church 
respecting this subject. From a view of his testimony^ 
collected and compared together^ it is clear : 

(J.) That there were^ in the East, some who doubted 
whether Paul wrote the epistle to the Hebrews ; and that 
they appealed^ in support of this opinion^ to the church at 
Rome. It is clear, too, that in the time of Zephyrinus, 
(about 312), there were persons in the western church, abd 
probably at Rome, who denied that this epistle was written 
by Paul ; for Caius reckons only thirteen epistles of Paul, 
probably omitting that to the Hebrews. And that this de- 
nial continued down to the time of Eusebius, in the church 
at Rome, (his words ^rejvoigot. ^PooiLulm Ti<riv,hy some of the 
Romans,) is clearly sigoified by this historian. 

(2.) His assertion of the Pauline origin of the epistle to 
the Hebrews, is ats unequivocal and strong as language csln 
well make it. *' Fourteen epistles of Paul," (of course the* 
epistle to the Hebrews is included, thefre being but thirteen! 
without it,) ^' are clearly awrf certainly PauVs, ^§(^13- 
Xoi Kui a-a^ei$. Audf again, he reckons this epistle among 
the books which are 6/toXoydujxsvoi, I. e. generally recognized, 
admitted. These declarations Eusebius makes, with ^ fcrlf 
view of the objections urged against this epistle by ^6iYie. 
It is clear, then, that he did not consider th6se objections 
as respectable enotigh, or sufficiently extensive, or well 
grounded, to raise any serious doubts in his own minid 
about this matter, or to weigh at all against the current dtrtf 
general opinion of the church on this sutjeCt. Consequenfly, 
nothing cati be itiore (firectly to tfa^ purpose, for demon- 
strating the strength and generality of the Opiniofl in th^ 
church, at the time of Eusebius, that Patil wrote the epistle 
to the Hebrews, than this testimony. Foi^ as Eufi^cbM^ 
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has been careful, even when asserting that the epistle is 
clearly and certainly Paul's, to note that there are some who 
dissent from this opinion, and also to collect, in various 
instances, accounts of disagreement in respect to it, it may 
be regarded as quite certain, that he viewed opposition to 
it as neither well founded, nor extensive enough to raise 
any serious doabts^ about the corractQess of the common 
opinion of the churches. 

(3.) It is pretty evident^ that Eusebius had heard of the 
objections drawn from the style of the epistle, which Cle- 
ment of Alexandria and Origen had before endeavoured to 
answer. Eusebius thinks that Paul wrote it in Hebrew,, 
and says that some attributed the translation of it to Luke, 
and some to Clement. His own opinion is, that the trans- 
lation is to be asci[ibed to the latter. 

It will be recollected, now, that Origen^ residing at the 
same place (Cesarea), had, nearly a century before, men- 
tioned the very same report or tradition. The passage in 
Eusebius shows, therefore, the uniformity of the tradition ; 
it serves also to show, that when Origen adverts to it, he 
means to say (as I have above supposed him to say), that 
God only knows j^ho penned or wrote down the epistle; not^ 
who was the author of the sentiments, for these he directly 
attributes to Paul ; just as Eusebius attributes the author- 
ship to Paul, and the diction to Clement. 

(4.) One thing more is evident, from the testimony of 
Eusebius. While he records, with fidelity, the fact that 
there were some in that quarter of the church who doubted 
the Pauline origin of this epistle, he tells us, at the same 
time, that those who did deny it, alleged the example of the 
church at Rome, in order to justify themselves in so doing. 
The necessary implication of course is, that they could not 
support themselves by any creditable example in the ori- 
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ental chorches. Would they have made an appeal for 
support, to a church abroad at so great a distance^ if they 
could have found it at home^ and in their own quarter 1 
Most surely not; for at that period^ the church of Rome 
was inferior in credit to a number of other churches in the 
east. The very nature of this appeal shows^ that respecta- 
ble support for the denial of the Pauline origin of our 
epistle, could not be found in the east. 

Eichhom has, indeed^ cited the above testimony of Eu- 
sebius; but he has passed it without comment, excepting 
the single remark, that ' the reason of Eusebius, for sup- 
posing Paul to have written the epistle to the Hebrews, 
was, that it was very old^ and was cited so far back as the 
time of Clement of Rome ;' a reason which, if it were well 
founded, would of course make Paul the author of all very 
old ecclesiastical writings, which had been often cited, and 
were anonymous. 

Bertholdt has exhibited more sensibility to the testimony 
of Eusebius. He confesses that Eusebius founds his judg- 
ment respecting the books of the New Testament, on the 
tradition of flie oriental church. The repeated asseverations 
of Eusebius as to this point, did not permit him to conclude 
otherwise ; although Eichhom has left out of sight every 
circumstance of this nature. But then, says Bertholdt^ 
** did this tradition go back to the apostolic age ? Un- 
doubtedly not," he answers ; '* it went back only to Pan- 
taenus and Clement of Alexandria, who grounded it only 
upon suf^osition, or on their own personal views and feel- 
ings." And then he goes on to assert, that * the epistle to 
the Hebrews was first favourably received at Alexandria, 
because it was so congenial to the allegorizing spirit of 
that place ; thence the credit of it diffused itself to Antioch 
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in Syria ; and what Antioch and Alexandria believed con- 
cerning it^ woald in process of time be believed by all the 
other churches in Egypt^ and in the East. Thus it came 
abont^ that in Eusebius' time there was such a general 
consent among the chnrches of his neighbourhood, in the 
belief that Paul was the author of the epistle to the 
Hebrews/ 

It is not necessary to answer this, except by saying, that 
from beginning to end, it is a series of suppositions, wholly 
unsupported by a single historical /acf, and wholly incapa- 
ble of being support^ by any known facts. The examina- 
tion through which we have already passed, has, I trast^ 
afforded sufficient evidence, that the suppositions in question 
are contrary to facts, and destitute therefore of any actual 
support, as well as of any tolerable degree of probability. 
What connexion had Antioch with Alexandria? And hcrw 
should a single Egyptian church and school, planted and 
instituted late in the apostolic age, if not after it, influence 
all the chnrches of the East, planted by Paul and the oiher 
apostles, and nurtured by their personal hearers and disci- 
ples, so as to make them receive a sapposititious book into 
their canoti? And why should not a multitude of other 
allegorical books, (like the Shepherd of Hermas,) written 
in or near the apostolic age, bare been advanced to a place 
in the canon by the Alexandrine chnrch, and thence bave 
diffused their credit among all the eastern churches? Bat 
it is unnecessary to proceed with such questions. If prin- 
ciples of argument, and methods of weighing testimony 
respecting ancient writings, may be adopted, Hke thojse 
which Eichhom and Bertholdt have adopted here, in order 
to maintain the theory which they had espouseii^ any 
ancient writing whatever may be proved to be either 
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spurious or geQiiine> as diall best suit the notion of any 
individual. He has only to make out a series of bold and 
confident suppositions, and his work is done. 

I deem it unnecessary to detail the testimony of writers 
in the oriental churches, subsequent to the time of Euise- 
bias. I shall merely advert to them^ because it is not 
denied by any respectable critics, that, subsequent to this 
period, the epistle to the Hebrews was generally regarded 
in the East s^ Paul's. 

Arohelaus, bishop of Mesopotamia, received the epistle to 
the Hebrews as Paul's, about A. D. 300; as did the author 
of the Synopsis of Scripture ascribed to Athanasius, and 
written about 320; Adamantius, about 330; Cyril of Jeru- 
salem, about 848; the council of Laodicea, about 363; 
Epiphanius, about 368; Basil, about 370; Gregory Na- 
zianzen, about 370; Gregory Nysaen, about 371; Ephrem 
Syrus, about 370; Diodore of Tarsus, about 378; and 
Chrysostom, about 398. Others might be named, which 
are mentioned in Lardner's collection of testimonies, but it 
is superfluous. The object on account of which these have 
b^en adduced, is merely to show the unity and universality 
of the opinion, io the oriental churches, that Paul wrote the 
epistle to the Hebrews- subsequently to the time of Ense- 
blus» on whose testimony I have already dwelt 

In fact, not a single writer of any respectability in the 
catholic charch^ ia all the east, has been produced, who 
rejected this epistle; an extraordinary circumstance, in- 
deed, if the belief of its apostolic origin was not altogether 
a predominant one in Egypt, and throughout all the eastern 
world. That there were individuals in this part of the 
church, who doubted or denied the authenticity of it^ wiU 
cestainly be admitted by every unprejudiced inquirer. But 
that there was any tUng like a respectsJsda or widely 
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diffused party, who denied it, can be supported by na 
competent evidence whatever. 



§ 16. Testimony of the Western Churches. 

In the western churches the case was certainly different. 
We come now to take a view of their opinion. 

We have already seen, that Clement of Rome, at the 
close of the apostolic age, has frequently quoted this 
epistle^ and in the same way and for the same purposes^ 
that he does other parts of the Scripture; and consequently, 
we cannot entertain reasonable doubts, that he regarded it 
as a part of the sacred records. Eusebius long ago drew 
the same conclusion. *^ Clement," says he, 'Mn his epistle 
acknowledged by all, which he wrote to the Corinthians in 
behalf of the church at Rome, exhibits many sentiments 
that are contained in the epistle to the Hebrews, making 
use of the very words of the epistle in several sentences, by 
which he shows most clearly, that this writing is not recent; 
whence it seems probable, that it is to be reckoned among 
the other writings of the apostle," Ecc. Hist. in. 38. (See 
the original Greek, on p. 105, above.) That it had such 
credit, in this quarter of the church, for some time after 
this, is sufficiently manifest from the fact, that the old Latin 
version comprises it; which was probably made. before 
A. D. 150, or (as almost all acknowledge) before A. D. 

200. 

The first negative evidence to be found among the 
western churches, respecting the question before us, is that' 
of IrensBUS, bishop of Lyons in France, during the latter 
part of the second century. Neither the country from 
which he sprung, nor the time of his birth or death, are 
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Imown with any certainty. Eichhom has placed him at 
A. D. 150^ evidently in order to throw his testimony as far 
back toward the apostolic age as possible. Lardner places 
him at A. D. 178^ a mnch more probable era. He was d^ 
disciple of Polycarp, when very young i for he states hintr 
self, that when a child, he was a hearer of Polycarp, in 
hither Asia, v. 20. 

Photius (fl. A. D. 858) tells us in his Bibliotbeca, that 
Stephen Gobar, a writer of the middle agesj says, that 
Irenasus and Hippolytus declare ^' the epistle to the 
Hebrews not to be Paul's,'' Cod. 152. Eicb. p. 519^ 
Whence Gobar drew his conclusion, Piiotius does not 
inform us; nor does it any where appear. In all the 
writings of Irenaeus, now extant, no such assertion is con* 
tained; but then several of his writings are lost. That 
Irenseus w^s acquainted with the epistle to the Hebrews, 
and that he has cited it, is directly testified by Eusebios, 
who says, that ^' he wrote a book of various disputations, in 
which he mentions the epistle to the Hebrews, and the booV 
called the Wisdom of Solomon, quoting some expressions 
from them," ' v. 26. But Eusebius does not say whetiier 
he quotes them as Scripture or not ; and as the bopk of 
Irenaeus, to which he adverts, has perished, we have nov? 
no certain means of judging. Storr, Cramer, and som^ 
other critics, have called in question this assertion of 
Gobar, and have supposed that it is only a conclusion 
which he drew, from the fact that Ir^na^ns had not quoted 
the epistle to the Hebrews in his works. But this reasoning 
must, of course, be merely hypothetipal.^ We have the 
bare assertion of Gobar, without the grounds; and as 

* Kal fiifixiov ri [sc. ^ypa^f E^privatos] 9ia\4^€av ^taupSpwv, h f rjjs irphs 
'E$palovs irunoXris, Ktd r^r \cyofi4pris So^Cos ^^oXjofJuorros, fAyrifiov§i€t fiyrd tiki i^ 
tibrmv wapaJ^iiw^oSt k. r. X. Hist. Hcc. ▼• ^» 

VOt,. 1., T 
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Irenseas has made no ase of the epistle to the Hebrews, in 
his works still extant, the probability seems to be^ that 
Gobar has given a correct statement. The passages pro- 
duced by Lardner^ as possible quotations, have indeed a 
close affinity with some passages in the epistle to the 
Hebrews ; but still they may have been taken from the Old 
Testament, instead of this epistle. (Lard. i. 868 — 370.) 
Neither can the fact, that Irenaens has quoted the epistle 
to the Hebrews^ (which is sufficiently vouched for by Ease^ 
bins,) determine the question in respect to the nature of his 
testimony; for surely he may have quoted books^ which he 
did not regard as Scriptural. On the whole, in the present 
state of evidence, it would seem^ that we ought to admit it 
as probable, that Irenseus did not include the epistle to the 
Hebrews in his canon ; but on what ground, is uncertain. 
It may, indeed, have been the case, that this epistle, 
originally addressed to Hebrews in Palestine, had not yet 
obtained circulation and credit among that part of the 
church in Asia Minor, where Irenaeus lived when he was a 
youth. It is not improbable, too, that he went in early life, 
with Polycarp his teacher, to Rome ; and that he remained 
there until he was sent to Lyons in France, where he became 
the successor of Pothinus, in the bishopric of that city. 
In this way it may be accounted for, that Irenaeus came to 
cherish doubts respecting the epistle to the Hebrews; 
which, we shall see, began to be somewhat extensively 
cherished in the Roman churches, during the latter half of 
the second century. 

At the same time, one cannot but remark, that it appears 
quite singular, when Eusebius expressly mentions Irenseus 
as having quoted the epistle to the Hebrews, that he stiould 
not, on this occasion or some other, have at all adverted to 
the fact of his having denied the Pauline origin of this 
episfle, if such were the fact This is the more singular. 
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because Eusebius has devoted a chapter of considerable 
lengthy in his work^ entirely to giving an account of the 
manner in which Irenseus had mentioned the sacred books ; 
and in this chapter there is not a word of Irenseus quotedf 
respecting the epistle to the Hebrews. Ecc. Hist. v. 8. 

Moreover^ Eusebius has evidently been careful and par- 
ticular, on all occasions where the epistle to the Hebrews 
was treated of, to mention objections to it ; or where 
persons of consideration in the church were named who 
rejected it, to state this fact. Eusebius also must have had 
the writings of Irenaeus, in a more perfect state and much 
more complete, than Gobar who lived so long afterwards. 
And as Irenseus was a writer for whom Eusebius evidently 
cherished a high respect^ it is really very difficult to account 
for ity that he should not have once adverted to the opinion, 
which Gobar affirms was held by Irenaeus. 

Difficult, however, as this would seem to be, the sup- 
position that Irenasus did not acknowledge our epistle, is 
somewhat strengthened by the united asseveration of Gobar 
and Photius himself, (Eichbom p. 519,) that Hippolytus, 
(whom Photius calls a disciple of Irenaeus, and who pro- 
bably flourished about A. D. 220,) asserts of the epistle td 
the Hebrews, that it is not Paul's, Eichh. p. 520. This 
Hippolytus is called, by Eusebius, a bishop of some place ; 
but neither he, nor Jerome, knew its name. The probable 
opinion is, that it was Portus Romanus. Lard. iii. 89, seq. 
The assertion in question was made, as Photius states, in 
a book of Hippolytus against heresies, which he compiled 
from a work of Irenseus. But as the work is lost, all that 
remains is the statement of Gobar and Photius; which 
seems, however, to be entitled to credit. 

In accordance ^ith this denial of the Pauline origin of 
our epistle, is the testimony of Eusebius in respect to Caius. 
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Caitid is called, by Photius, a presbyter of tfae cburiofa et 
Borne; which is quite probable, although Eusebiud and 
Jerome simply state that he was a presbyter^ witboHt 
naming the place of bis residence. He flourished, it ia 
most probable, about A. D. 210. The statement of Eu*- 
sebius is as follows. 

^' There hath come to us a dialogue of Gaius, a most 
^Idquent man, held at Rome under Zephyrinus, with ProclHs, 
H patron of tfae Montanist heresy ; in which, reproving the 
rashness and audacity of his opponents in forging new 
writings, he makes mention of only thirteen epistles of the 
holy apostle, not numbering that to the Hebrews with the 
others ; and even to the present time, some of the Romans 
do not reckon it to be Paurs/' Lard. iii. 24. Eus. yi. 30. 
See the original, on p. 138. above. 

The new writings or scriptures here mentioned, were the 
prophecies which the enthusiastic Montanists feigned to 
have delivored by inspiration; Montanus having declared 
himself to be the Paraclete. See Euseb. v. 14. 18. Jerome 
states, that Caius denied the epistle to the Hebrews to be 
Paul's ; De Vir. Illus. voc. Caius. But EusebiUs and 
Photius simply say^ that he omitted it in his account of tiie 
canonical books ; which, however, virtually implies, und^r 
such circumstances, what Jerome declares. 

In what circumstances this dialogue was composed ^ 
whether it was first actually held, for substance, with 
Proclus, and afterwards written down ; or whether it was 
bnly written (like the dialogues of Plato, Cicero, and 
others,) in order to represent the sentiments of Prochis 
and confute them ; whether it was held puMicly, with the 
approbation of Zephyrinus and his presbyters, or not, we 
are not informed^ and have no certain means of discovering. 
But I think it must be regarded as probable, that Caius 
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i^oold not rentare upon the publication of such a dialo^e 
at Rome^ without the concarrence or approbation of the 

Other evidence also is adduced, that doabts whether the 
epistle to the Hebrews was Paul's had already be^n at 
Rome^ and in the west^ toward the close of the second 
century. Muratorius (A^ntiqq. Ital. Medii Mvi, Ton). lit. 
p. 854,) has pnbli^ied a fVagment of an anonymous author^ 
who probaUy lived near Ae close of the second century, 
that contains a catalogue of books which he deemed ca- 
nonical^ and which lacks the epistle to the Hebrews, tho86 
of James, Peter, and 3d John ; wbile it contains some 
apocryphal books. Speaking of Paul's epistles, thii^ anonym 
mous writer says, ** Fertur [cpistola] etiam ad Laodicenses. 
Alia aptid Alexandrines Paulli nomine ficta ad hsdresih 
Marcionis, et alia plura; quas in catholicam ecclesiam 
recipi non potest, fel enim cum melle misceri non congruif 
That is, ''An epistle is in circulation addressed to the 
Laodiceans. Another is current with the Atexandriand> 
forged in the name of Paul, for the sake of promoting 
the heresy of Marcion, and many other things; which 
the catholic church cannot receive, for it is not proper to 
mingle gall with honey.'* 

Critics have snp^se6,ihiiihyihe alia apudAlexandrinoSy 
this writer means the epistle to the Hebrews, which was 
received by the Greeks or Alexandrians. But s^irely it 
must be very doubtful, whether our epistle to the HdMrewi 
is meant, as this anonymous writer admits several books 
not canonical into his catalogue, and excludes several others 
which are so. Besides, he mentions another fictitious 
epistle, viz. that to the Laodiceans. Why may not this 
epistle among the Alexandrians, forged in the name of Paul, 
in favour of the Mansion heresy, he wholly different from 
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oar epistle to the Hebrews ; which has not, atid never had, 
the name of Paul affixed to it ? And then how could this 
writer say, forged in favour of the Marcionite heresy ? a 
heresy which denied the divine origin of the Jewish religion, 
.and rejected the God of the Old Testament ; two funda- 
mental articles on which our epistle to the Hebrews is built. 
Nothing could be more directly opposed to Marcion, than 
this epistle. The probability, therefore, is, that our epistle 
to the Hebrews is not designated by the anonymous writer 
in question. But if it really be the fact, that he did mean 
to designate it, his consummate ignorance of the nature of 
its contents forbids us to attach any weight of importance 
to his testimony. 

But more definite and satisfactory evidence, that, about 
the close of the second century, there were doubts among 
the western churches whether our epistle was of apostolic 
origin, may be adduced from the works of TertuUian. This 
father, who flourished about A. D. 200, says in his book 
De Pudicitia (c. 20), *' There is an epistle of Barnabas 
inscribed to the Hebrews; therefore by a man of such 
fiuthority, that Paul placed him next to himself in respect 
to abstinence ; ' Am I and Barnabas only without power 
to do this V And, certainly, this epistle of Barnabas is 
more received among the churches, than the apocryphal 
Pastor of adulterers,'^ [he means the Shepherd of Hermas.] 
'' Warning . therefore the disciples, that leaving the first 
prinpiples, &c." [quoting Heb. vi. 1, &c.]' 

' Volo, tamen, ex redundantia alicujus etiam comitis apostolorum testimoiiiiim 
supeiindacere, idoneum confinnandi de proximo jure disciplinam magistromm. 
Exstat enim et Barnabs titalus ad Hebraeos, adeo satis auctoritatis viro, ut quein 
Paulus juxta se constituent in abstinentis tenore ; * Aut ego solus et Barnabas 
non habemos hoc operandi potestatem ?' £t utique receptior apud ecclesiaa 
epistola Bamabs, illo apocrypho pastore moechorum. Mouens itaque discipulos, 
' Omiaais omaibus initiis/ &c« De Pudieiiia, c 20. 
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That Tertnllian also aUades to the epistle to the Hebrews 
in other passages^ seems to me quite probable^ from the 
instances of this natare produced by Lardner, ii. 608 — 612. 
But it no where appears^ what credit he attached to this 
epistle. It is plain from the passage quoted^ that he 
ascribed it to Barnabas; and not improbable^ that the 
churches in his neighbourhood, and perhaps at Rome^ did 
the same, at this period. It is also plain, that he does not 
ascribe /ti// canonical credit to it, because he does not con- 
sider it as the work of an apostle ; otherwise he would have 
vehemently urged its authority upon his opponents, as the 
passage which he quotes seems extremely apposite to his 
purpose, which was to prove that lapsed Christians could 
not again be received into the bosom of the church. That 
there was a division of opinion among the churches of his 
day, in the region where he lived, at least, seems to be 
plainly indicated, by his saying that this epistle was more 
correct, and of more authority in the churchesi than the 
Shepherd of Hermas ; which latter, however^ we know to 
have been early admitted as part of the sacred records^ by 
a number of churches in the West. 

On the whole, it is plain that TertuUian did not admit 
our epistle to be Paul's ; and that there were churches in 
that region, who doubted of denied that it was his. 

Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, comes next as a witness 
for the negative of our question. He flourished iabout 
A. D. 248, i. e. the next generation after Tertullian, who 
died about A. D. 220. From Cyprian, however, no direct 
testimony can be adduced. It is agreed, that he no where 
quotes the epistle to the Hebrews in his works ; which we 
cannot well account for, if he admitted its authority. There 
is but one passage hitherto produced from him, which seems 
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to have a bearing on otir question* It is as follows ; 
^* The apostle Paul, who was mindful of this authorized 
and well-known number^ [he is speaking of the aamber 
9eveny'\ writes to seven churches/'' This would of conrae 
exclude the epistle to the Hebrews, as there are soven 
churches addressed besides this. But stilU I cannot con- 
sider this testimony so decisive as Lardner and Eichhom 
do^ in respect to Cyprian's canon. For as the epistle to 
the Hebrews has no address, Cyprian may Itave had 
reference only to such of Paul's epistles as have an address 
to churches prefixed^ which are seven in number. I do not 
therefore regard this passage as amounting to much. The 
fact that Cyprian has no where quoted the epistle to the 
Hebrews^ considering how many writings he has left behind 
him, and how many occasions he had to quote the senti- 
ments contained in it, renders it probable, either that he 
was unacquainted with the epistle, or that he did not admit 
its canonical authority. 

Novatus, a presbyter of Rome (A. D. 251), the founder of 
the Novatian sect, is supposed by some critics not to have 
received the epistle to the Hebrews. This inference is 
drawn from the fact^ that he does not appeal to it, in behalf 
of the sentiments which he maintained^ respecting the 
exclusion of the lapsed heretics from re-admission to the 
diurch. There are passages in his writings, however^ in 
which he seems to refer to the epistle to the Hebrews^ e. g. 
** It is asserted of Christy by prophets and apostles^ that he 
sitteth at the right hand of the Father ;"^ comp. Heb. i. 3. 

> Et apostolns Paulus, qui hujus nomeri legituni et certi memimt, ad septem 
eccleaiaB scribit. De Exhort. Mart. cap. xi. 

' Aut eum sedere ad deztram Patris, et a prophetis et ab apostolis approbatnir. 
De Reg. Fid. c. xzvi. 
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Again^ *^ Christ is found to be greater and better, not than 
one angel only, bat than all the angels/' ' The last of these 
passages in particnlar, looks very much like a quotation 
from Heb. i. 4. Be the castas it may respecting Novatus 
himself^ his followers^ about thirty years afterwards, admit- 
ted the epistle in question ; as is clear from the testimony 
of Philaster (about A. D. 380) on this subject, who states 
that they received the usual canon of the Old and New 
Testament. Philast. Hseres. 82. 

This is all the negative testimony that ^ I have been able 
to find, in the churches of the west, previously to A. D. 400 ; 
excepting what is implied in the statements of some of the 
Latin writers, to whom I shall now advert. . 

We have already seen, in the passage cited from Tertul- 
lian, an intimation of a difference of opinion among the 
western churches^ in respect to the epistle to the Hebrews, 
as if some received and some rejected it. Lactantius, 
about 306, who does not often quote scripture, at least with 
any good degree of accuracy, seems to me to have some 
indubitable references to the epistle to tjie Hebrews, which 
Lardner has drawn out at length (vii. 185—188.); but 
as they only seem to recognize the authority of the epistle, 
but do not ascribe it to Paul, I shall not adduce them 
here. 

The epistle to the Hebrews was clearly received as 
Paul's by Hilary, bishop of Poictiers, about A. D. 354 ; 
by Lucifer^ bishop of Cagliari, about 354 ; by Victorinus, 
a famous rhetorician at Rome, about 360 ; by Ambrose, 
bishop of Milan, about 374; by Philaster, bishop of 
Brescia in Italy, about 380; who states, however, that 

' 1 Qui non uno, acd ommbtts angelis et major et melior invenitur. D.e Reg. 
Fid. c. XX. 

VOL. I. ,V 
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there were some who did not admit it to be Paul's ; by 
Gaadentius^ his successor, about 387; by the - celebrated 
Jerome, about 392; by Ruffinus, about 397; and by 
Augustine^ about 400. 

But the testimony of Augustine and Jerome, whose 
influence appears to have been effectual in re-establishing 
the credit of the epistle to the Hebrews among the westetti 
churches, deserves to be adduced here, as it served to 
show, that the Latin churches had not been United in 
respect to the point in question. 

Jerome, in his epistle to Dardanus, has the following 
passage. ^^ This is to be maintained, that this epistle, 
which is inscribed to the Hebrews, is not only received by 
the churches of the East as the apostle Paul's, but has been, 
in past times, by all ecclesiastical writers in the Greek lan- 
guage;, although most [Latins] think that Barnabas G»r 
Clement was the author. And it matters not whose it is, 
since it belongs to some ecclesiastical man, and is daily 
commended by the reading of it in the churches. But if 
the custom of the, Latins does not receive it among the 
canonical writings, &c." ' Again; ''Among the Romans, 
it is not received down to the present time as an epistle of 
Paul.''* This general assertion means only that •* such is, 
or has been, the predominant custom among the Romans;' 
as is plain, from a passage in his epistle to Evagrius, 
where he says, "which epistle to the Hebrews all the 

* Illud noBtris dicendum est, hanc epistolam, qua; inscribilur ad Hebrsos, non 
solum ab ecclesiis Orientis, sed ab omnibus retro eccleslasticis Graece sermonu 
flcriptoribus quasi apostoli Pauli suscipi ; licet plerique earn vel Bamabtt^ yel 
Clementis arbitrentur. £t nihil interesse cujus sit, cum ecclesiastici viri sit, et 
quotidie ecclesiarum lectione celebretur. Quodsi autem Latinorum consuetudo 
non recipit inter eciipturas canonicas, etc. — Epist. ad Dardanum. 

* Apnd Romanos, usque hodie, quasi Fauli epistola non habetur. Opp« Tom. 
III. p. 46« 
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Greeks receive^ and some of the Latins." ' In hi3 epistle to 
PaulinuSy he says, ^^Paul the apostle writes to seven 
cllurche^ ; for l^is eighth epistle to the Uel^reWs is placed 
by most out of the number of hi$/'^ And agaio^ in his 
Comm. on Matt. xxvi. he says, '^ Paul m his epistle to 
the Hebrews, although many of the Latins doubt concern- 
ing it, says, &c.*' ^ 

On a comparison pf all these differen.t passages together, 
the following appears tp b^ the result of Jerome's tes- 
timony. . 

(I.) The majority of the Roman churches in his time 
did not receive the epistle as Paul's ; '^ it is placed by 
most out of the .number of Paul's epistles." 

(2.) But some of the Latin churches did receive it still, 
in accordance with the custom of the Greek, i. e. oriental, 
churches ; omnes Gra^i recipiunt, et nonnulli Ldtinorum. 

(3.) The reception ox r^ection of this epistle, as described 
by Jerome, refers (oQe passage only excepted) to receiving 
it as PauFs, or refusing to admit Paul as the author. 
Jerome does not say, that the Roman churches condemned 
it as spurious. Nay, thfit he does not mean tp say this, is 
yqry pls^in from (^js pwn ejspress words ; jfpr after averring 
that ^' most persons [Ropans] regard it as .Written either by 
Barnabas, or by Cleqiiept," hegpespn to say, nihil interesse 
cujus sit, cum eccl^siastici viri sit, et quQtidie ecclesiarum 
lectione celebretur. That is, it matters not about the per- 
son of the author, since he was an ecclesiastical man, and 

.1 Quam epistolam ad Hebrsaos, omnes Grsci recipiunt, et tioiifiKUt LaHnorum* 
— Epist. ad Eyagrium. 

^ Paulas apostolus ad septem ecclesias scribit; octava enim ad Hebneos a 
plerisque extra nomerum ponitur. — Epist. ad Paulinum. 

^ Paulus, in epistola sua quae scribitur ad Hebneos, licet de ea muUi LaHndrwn 
dubitent, etc. loc. cit. 
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the churches every day read his epistle. But how much 
this means exactly^ it is difficult to say; for the writer 
addS; Quod si Latinorum consuetudo non recepit inter 
canonical scripturas, &c< By canonical Jerome seems to 
understand apostolical, or having that authority which the 
writings of an apostle has. So much is plain, then^ viz. 
that in the day of this writer^ the churches made a distinct 
tion between writings apostolic and not apostolic ; and if 
soj it must have been by gividg to the former a rank higher 
and more authoritative than the latter. On the whole^ we 
must understand Jerome as meaning to aver^ that while 
some of the Latin churches admitted Paul to be the author 
of the epistle to the Hebrews, and regarded this epistle as 
canonical in the highest sense^ most of these churches 
doubted whether Paul was the author^ and consequently 
gave the epistle but a secondary place in their canon ; or 
rather, they read it, with the other books of Scripture, for 
edification, but (probably) did not appeal to it as authori- 
tative* 

The testimony of Augustine corresponds well with this. 
** Many say, that [the epistle to the Hebrews] is Paul's ; 
but some deny it." ' And again; ''In the epistle to the 
Hebrews, which the illustrious defenders of the catholic 
faith use as a witness, faith is called, &c.'' ^ 

The council at Carthage, held A. D. 397, reckon this 
' epistle among the divine and canonical writings, and attri- 
bute it to PaulJ 

> PlureB apostoU PauU dicunt [sc. epistolam ad Hebneoa] ; qmdam vexo negant* 
De Civitate Dei, xvi. 22. 

* In epistola qaippe ad Hebraeos, qaa teste lui sunt illastres catbolice legnha 
defensores, fides esse dicta est, etc. De Fide, Spe, et Caritate, c. viii. 

> Sunt autem canonictt Scriptune . • • . . Pauli epistola trtdecim, ejusdem md 
Hebneos una. Can. 47. 
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I have now traced the history of this epistle down to thd 
fourth century, in the Egyptian^ the Eastern^ and the 
Western churches. Lower down it is altogether unne- 
cessary to trace it ; as all admit that it has had a general 
currency in the Christian churches every where, since 
that period. 
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We now come to the result of this investigation. In the 
Egyptian and Eastern churches, there were, it is probable, 
at a pretty early period, some who had doubts whether 
Paul wrote the epistle to the Hebrews ; but no considerable 
person or party is definitely known to us, who entertained 
these doubts ; and it is manifest, from Origen and Euse- 
bins, that there was not, in that quarter, dny important op-^ 
position to the general and constant tradition of the church, 
that Paul did write it. Not a single witness of any con* 
siderable respectability is named, who has given his voice^ 
in this part of the church, for the negative of the question 
which we are considering. .What Jerome averlt, appears to 
be strictly true, viz. oft ecclesiis Orieniia et ab omnibus retrd 
ecclesiasticis Gresd sermonis scripioribus, quasi aposioli 
Pauli siMC^i. '.'.'., :y 

In the Western churches, a diversity of opmion prevailed; 
although the actual quantity of negative testimony^ iJiat 
can be adduced, is not great. Yet the concessions ;0t^ 
Jerome and Augustine leave no room to donbt ihe factV 
that the predominant ^qfimon. of the western dh^ches, in 
their times, was in the negative. . In early times, ive have 
seen that the case was diffesent, when Clement of Borne 
wrote his epistle, and when the old Latin version, was 
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brought into circulation. What produced a change of 
opinion in the West, we are left to conjecture. The scanty 
critical and literary records of those times, afford as no 
means for tracing the history of it. But (his is far from 
being a singular case. Many other changes in the opinions 
of the churches have taken place^ which we are^ for a simi- 
lar reason^ as little able to trace with any certainty or 
satisfaction. 

Storr has endeavoured to show, that Marcion occasioned 
this revolution, when he came from the East to Rome^ and 
brought with him a collection of the sacred books, in which 
the epistle to the Hebrews was omitted. But it is very 
improbable, that an extravagant man, excommunicated by 
the Roman church itself, should have produced such a 
revolution there in sentiment. Others have, with naore 
probability, attributed it to the zealous disputes at Rome 
against the Montanist party, whom the epistle to. the 
Hebrews was supposed particularly to favour. The Men* 
tanists strenuously opposed the reception again into the 
bosom of the church, those persons who had so lapsed as 
to make defection from the Christian faith. The passajgea, 
in Heb. vi. 4 — 8, and x« 26— ^31, at least seem strongly to 
favour the views which they onaintained* The church at 
Rome carried the dispute against the Montanistsi^ery high; 
and Ernesti and many other critics, have been led to believe, 
that the epistle to the Hebrews was ultimately rejected by 
them, because the Montanists relied on it as their main 
support. 

As a matter of fact, this cannot be established by direct 
historical evidence. But, in the absence of all testimony 
in respect to this subject, it must be allowed as, not impro- 
bable, that the epistle to the Hebrews may have, in this 
way, become obnoxious to the Romish church* Many 
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such instances might be produced^ from the history of the 
charch. The Ebionites, the Manicheans^ the Alogi^ and 
many ancient and modern sects, have rejected some part of 
the canon of Scriptare, because it stood opposed to their 
party views. The Apocalypse was rejected by many of 
the oriental churches^ on accomit of their opposition to the 
ChiliastSy who made so mnch nse of it. And who does not 
knowy that Luther himself rejected the epistle of James, 
because he viewed it as thwarting his favourite notions of 
justification ; yea, that he went so far as to give it the ap- 
pellation oiepistola straminea ? It cannot be at all strange, 
then^ that the Romish churchy exceedingly embittered by 
the dispute with the Montanists^ shonld have gradually 
come to call in question the apostolic origin of our epistle ] 
because it was, to their adversaries, a favourite source of 
appeal, and because (unlike PauFs other epistles) it was 
anonymous. 

That aJl even of the Montanists^ however, admitted the 
apostolic origin, of our epistle, does not seem to be true. 
Tertullian, who took a very active part in favour of this 
sect^ had, as we have already seen^ doubts of such an ori- 
gin ; or rather, he ascribed it to Barnabas. 

fint whatever might have been the cause, that the epistle 
in question was pretty generally rejected, by the churches 
of the West, the fact that it was so, cannot be reasonabl}^ 
disputed. A majority of these churches, from the latter 
half of the second century to the latter half of the fourth, 
seem to have been generally opposed to receiving thi6 
epistle as Paul's ; although there were some among them 
who did receive it. 

It remains, then, to balance the testimony thus collected 
together and compared. The early testimony is, of course, 
immeasurably the most important. * And there s^ms to me 
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onfficient evidence^ that this was as general and as nnifbrm, 
for the first century after, the apostolic age, as in respect to 
many other books of the New Testament ; and more so, 
than in respect to several. I cannot hesitate to believe, that 

THB WEIGHT OF BVIDENCB FROM TRADITION^ IS ALTO- 
6BTHBR PRBPONDBRANT IN FAVOUR OF THB OPINION^ 
THAT PAUL WAS THE AUTHOR OF OUR EPISTLE. 



§ 18. Internal evidence that the epistle is PauVs. 

We come, then^ next to inquire, whether the internal con- 
dition of the epistle corresponds with and confirms this 
tradition. The evidence drawii from this, may be divided 
iiitb tv^O kinds ; firsts that which arises from circumstances 
mentioned or adverted to in the epistle ; and secondly, that 
which arises from the style and manner of it. 



§ 19. Evidence that it was PauFs, from circumstances menr- 

tioned or adverted to in the epistle. 

As our epistle no where exhibits the author's name, we 
can appeal, for internal testimony respecting the author 
of it, only to accidental circumstances which are developed 
in it. 

(1.) The most striking one is that contained in xiii. 23, 
** Know ye, that our brother Timothy is avo\e\v[ji.iifoy, with 
whom, if he come speedily, I will pay you a visit.'' From 
the first aquaintance of Timothy with Paul, he had heea 
his intimate friend and constant companion. That he was 
with Paul at Rome, during his imprisonment, we know f<nr 
certainty ; because Paul has united him in the salutation 
prefixed to the epistles written to the Philippians, Cok^ 
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sians^ and to Philemon, daring his captivity in that city. 
Timothy was greatly beloved and confided in by Paul, as 
the manner in which he speaks of him, in several of his 
epistles^ abundantly shows ; and Paul often calls him |as 
here) his brother. But the meaning of the word inro?^ku[M,ir 
vwj as applied to Timothy^ has beien much contested ; some 
rendering it, set at liberty ^ i. e. from prison ; others, sent 
away, i. e. on some errand of Paul's. Griving to awoXikuijJvov 
the first meaning assigned it, viz. liberated^ objectors have 
said that ' we have no account of Timothy's having been 
imprisoned during the life of Paul, and therefore, the occur- 
rence of his imprisonment must have taken place after 
Paul's death; consequently the epistle must have been 
written by some other friend of Timiothy, who calls him 
brother^ in accordance with the usual style of the primitive 
Christians/ 

Nothing, however, can be more unsafe or uncritical, than 
the supposition that the Acts of the Apostles, or Paul's 
epistles, give us a full and complete account of all which 
happened to the various persons who are named in them. 
E. g. Aristarchus is called by Paul, in Col. iv. 10, his 
fellow prisoner; as is Epaphras in Philem. v. 23;^ but 
where is the history of their imprisonment ? The supposi- 
tion by Bertholdt, that another Timothy, different from him 
who is so often mentioned in the sacred records, may be 
meant here, is doubtless di possible one; but is it a probdbk 
one ? Have i^e any kind of ecclesiastical voucher, that 
there was another Timothy, who distinguished himself in 
the apostolic age? It is possible that one Virgil wrote the 
Eneid, and another the Georgics; yet who thinks it to h6 
probable ? But if this be insufficient, Bertholdt alleges that 
a different person from Paul may have been the intimate 
friend and travelling companion of Timothy, while Paul 

VOL. I. X 



• ■« 



162 §19. INTERNAL EVIDBMGE. 

was imprisoned at Rome; and tbat the passage w6 are 
consideriog, may have come from him. Eichhorn thinks it 
mast have been written by such a friend of Timothy, after 
the death of Panl; as daring his life Timothy closely 
adhered to this apostle. All this, no doabt, is poBsibh ; and 
a great many other hypotheses^ which coald be easily made^ 
present no impossibility. Bat are they probable? And is 
not the language^ which we are considering, more appriK 
priate to the known relation of Paul and Timothy, than to 
the relation of any other person of that period with Titnotby, 
concerning whom we have any knowledge ? The spontane'^ 
oas feeling of Christian readers, in all ages> has folly 
answered this question. 

But what was the imprisonment which is adverted to by 
the word ^oXeXu/tii/oy T To suppose with Schmidt, (Hist 
Antiq. Canon.,) and many others^ that it was an imprison^ 
ment at Rome with Paul, is evidently preposterous ; for 
how, if Timothy were already at Rome, could Paul, or any 
one else there say, t^ he come, or return, speedily^ Most 
not Timothy have been absent, when this was said 1 If 
Timothy had been imprisoned abroad^ and was then liberated 
(Jk%o>sMXt}fLiv^i)y would he not have been the immediate bearer 
of the news himself to the apostle ? I do not allege this as 
a certain fact, for possibly there may have been circam-» 
stances to prevent it« But then, it is not in itself very pro* 
bable, that Paul in confinement at Rome would obtain 
Information about Timothy, (who, if absent, was doubtleoa 
among some of the churches where Paul had been,) any 
sooner than those to whom he wrote our epistle ; and who, 
as it appears from the manner in which Paul speaks of 
him to them, had a special regard for him. 

Why, moreover, raise up all these difficulties in order to 
maintain an interpretation of kn^hMh^bt^^ v?fai€h accords no 
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better with the usns loqumdi of the Mored or classical 
writers^ than the rendering, dimnwud or zent away ? a sense 
so exactly consentaneous with the relation between Paul 
and Timothy. See Schlens. in voc* iiFokico No. 3. In 
Philip, ii. 19, (this epistle was written while Panl was a 
prisoner at Rome,) the apostle speaks of sending Timothy 
to them shortly, so soon as he should see how it would go 
with him, in respect to being liberated from prison, ii. 23 ; 
at the same time expressing a hope, that he should himself 
come to them shortly, v. 24. What then is more natural 
than the supposition, that he did send Timothy to them ; 
and that, during his absence, Panl wrote the epistle to the 
Hebrews, in which be tells ihem, that Timothy was sent 
away, that he is now assured that he himself would be 
speedily set at liberty, and that he intends to pay them a visit 
in company with Timothy, if be should shortly return, viz. 
from Philippi ? Many facts are believed by Bertholdt, and 
all other critics, which have less of verisimilitude to sup- 
port them tiian this. Indeed, one cannot well see, how^ 
mere circumstantial evidence could be better adapted to 
make the impression o{ probability than tljis* 

I do not feel the weight of the objection, made by 
alleging that Timothy was unknown to the church in 
Palestine, and that they could have no special interest with 
respect to the information in qnestion. For, first, Timothy 
was the wellrknown and beloved companion of Paul, in all 
his joumeyings during his later years ; and must have been 
known as such, wherever Panl was known. Next, there 
can be no reasonable question, that he was with Panl 
during his last visit to Jerusalem, previously to the apos- 
tle's captivity for two years at Cesurea. Is there any pro^ 
bability, even if he were not with Paul during his jonniey 
to Jerusalem, that he did not freqnenfly visit him in Im 
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afflictions? And would not the church at Cesarea^ there- 
fore, be well acquainted with him ? • Specially so, as 
Timothy would be the more acceptable to the Palestine 
Jewish Christians^ on account of his having received the 
rite of circumcision^ after he became a convert to 
Christianity. 

Now as all these circumstances do plainly accord with 
PauFs situation while a prisoner at Rome; with, his rela- 
tion to Timothy; and with the manner in which he employed 
him ; and as we have not a syllable of testimony that they 
are applicable to any other person ; I do not see how we 
can be justified^ in denying that the evidence deducible 
from them is sufficient to render it quite probable^ that 
Paul was the author of our epistle. 

(2.) In Heb. xiii. 18» 19, the writer asks the . prayers of 
those whom he addressed, that he might speedily be re- 
stored to them; and in Heb. xiii. 23, he expresses a con- 
fident expectation of ** speedily paying them a visit.'' From 
these passages it is clear, that the writer was then in a 
state of imprisonment ; and, also, that he was assured of a 
speedy liberation, which would enable him to pay the visil 
that he had encouraged them to hope for. 

Compare this, now, with the situation of Paul at Rome, 
during the latter part of his imprisonment there. In his 
epistle to the Philippians, (written during that period,) he 
expresses his entire confidence that his life will be pro- 
longed, so that he shall yet promote their religious profit 

and joy; toOto TreTroidds o!8a, 2ri [isvm xa) (rv[A.vagaiAw& vao-fy 
ufMV, ei$ T^v if/ioov flrpoxoxj^v xa) ^agav rtjg mimoogf PhiL i. 25.- 
Again, in Phil. ii. 24, he says, viifOita H h Kvplco, Sri xat 
auToiraxifos Ikiua-Ofion, I trtist in the Lord, that I myself shall 
speedily come {to you]. In the epistle to Philemon, (also 
written .doriag the pame imprisonment,) he says, lAv /^co yotp. 
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oTi hi rwf wpovitf^wf upL&v x^^^^f^^ ^f^^^> fi^ ^ hope, that 
by your prayers I shall be restored to you, v. 22. So confi- 
dent was Paal of this, that he bids Philemon prepare 
lodgings for him, h-oZ/xa^/ ftoi Zwlav, y. 22. 

It appears very plainly^ then^ from these passages^ that 
the writer had a satisfactory assurance in his mind of being 
speedily set at liberty ; althoagh, it is probable^ a formal 
declaration of his acquittal had not yet been made by the 
Boman emperor. This last conclusion I gather from Phil, 
ii. 23, where Paul declares to the church whom he is 
addressing, '' that he shall send Timothy to them imme- 
diately, eo; £y uifISw rot weg) IjAi, whenever I shall know how 
my affairs isstieJ* By this it appears, that he was in daily 
expectation of receiving official notice of the determination 
of the emperor in respect to his case, but that he had not 
yet received it. That he had private information, however, 
of the way in which his case was likely to terminate, and 
information which pretty fully satisfied his mind, is evident 
from the manner in which he speaks, in the passages quoted 
above, of his intended visit to the Philippians, and to 
Philemon. 

Supposing, now, as soon as an intimation was made by 
the Boman emperor, that Paul would be set at liberty, that 
intelligence respecting it was immediately communicated 
to the apostle, by those of Cesar^s household (Phil. iv. 22,) 
who were his Christian friends ; and supposing that, agree- 
ably to his promise made to the Philippians il. 23, he theu 
immediately sent a9P»y Timothy to them; and supposing 
still further, (which surely cannot be regarded as improba- 
ble,) that there was some little delay in formally making 
out his sentence of acquittal, and carrying it Into execution 
by actually liberating him from prison ; then how obviously 
easy and natural is tbe expression in Heb. jiiiu 23, ** Know 
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that our brother Timothy is sent away ; with whom, if he 
speedily return^ 1 3hall pay you a visit V On the supposi- 
tion that the clo^e of the epistle to the Hebrews was written 
at this juncture of time, nothing can be more probable, 
than that the promised mission of Timothy, adverted to in 
Phil. ii. 23, is referred to in Heb. xiii. 23 ; and conse- 
quently that avoXsXt/jXfvov here means sent away, dUmissed, 
(as all must acknowledge it fnay mean») and not, liberaied, 
pr, set at liberty. 

The circumstances adverted to, or implied, in Heb. xiil. 
23, Phil. ii. 23, and Pbilem. v. 22, have other cone- 
spondencies which deserve particular notice. In the two 
latter passages, it is plain that the writer expects his liberty, 
and means to send away Timothy to PhUippi. In the 
former, he is assured of his liberty, and only waits for the 
return of Timothy^ in order that he may set out to visit the 
Hebrews whom he had been addressing. In case Timothy 
did not return speedily (tox^^v), it is plainly implied in 
Heb. xiii. 23, that the writer meant to set out on his 
journey without him. There was, then, some uncertainty 
in his mind, respecting the time when Timothy would 
return. How well all this accords with the journey of 
Timothy to a place so remote from Bome as Pbilippi, can- 
not fail to strike the mind of every considerate reader. 

Now laying aside all favoritism for any previous opi- 
nions respecting our epistle, can it be reasonably doubted, 
that here is a concurrence of circumstances so striking, as 
to render it highly probable that Paul wrote it? Mors 
especially so, when we consider that the epistle must have 
been written, about the same period of time when these 
circumstances happened ; for it proffers internal evidence 
of being written before the destruction of Jerusalem; and 
f9t wiritteo so latei that the period when the Hebrews were 
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first coDirerted to Chridtiaiiity is adf erted to as belD(t already 
a considerable time before, Heb« y« 12, and is called tA^ 
xp^tpov ^[Ji'ipas, X. 82. Now the imprisonment of Paal^ at 
Rome, happened probably A.' D. 62 or 68, which was some 
thirty years after the gospel bad begun to be preached 
abroad, and about seven years before the destruction of 
Jerasalem. 

Taking all these circumstances together, it must be 
acknowledged that there is an extraordinary concttrrence 
of them, which cannot but serve much to increase the pro- 
bability that our epistle was written by Paul, near the close 
of his liberation at Rome. 

The objections which Bertholdt makes against the argu- 
ments just presented, do not seem to be weighty. *^ Would 
Paul/' he asks^ '* promise to revisit Palestine, when the 
people of that very country had sent him into captivity at 
Rome ? A very improbable circumstance, ittdeed !'' 

But a nearer consideration of the circumstances at- 
tending Paul's case, will remove the appearance of so great 
improbability. For, first, Paul had beeti kept a prisoner, 
at Cesarea, two years before his removal to Rome, Acts 
xxiv. 25—27 ; and at Rome he lived two years more, in a 
similar condition. Acts xxviii. 80. These, with the time 
occupied by his going to Rome, and returning from It, 
would make nearly a five years^ interval between his 
leaving Palestine and revi^ng it Might not some of his 
fiercest persecutors have died during this period? Or, 
might they n^t have laid aside their furious, persecuting 
zeal? 

But, in the next place, supposing our epistle to have 
been sent to the church at Cesarea, where Paul had been 
treated witb so much kindness during his imprisonment ; 
eonld there havts been atiy fear in bis mindi with respect to 
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paying them a visit 1 And even if we suppose that Cesarea 
was not (he place to which the letter was directed, but that 
it was sent to the Christians at Jerusalem; yet the objec- 
tion brought forward by Beitholdt will not be of much 
validity. Paul was not to be deterred from going to Jeru- 
salem, by the prospect of persecution. From the time 
when he tirst made his appearance there, after his conver- 
sion, the Jews had always showed a bitter enmity against 
him, and persecuted him. Yet Ihis did not deter him from 
going, again and again, to Ihat city. And why should it 
now deter him, any more Ihan formerly? 

Besides, he was now liberated from the accusations of 
the Jews, by the sentence of the emperor himself. Would 
they venture to do again, the very thing which the court of 
'Home had decided to be unlawful ? Might not Paul well 
expect, with the decision of the emperor in his band, to 
find his personal liberty for the future respected? 

" But," says Bertholdt, " we have no account that Paul 
paid a visit to Palestioe, after his liberation," 

True. But what argument this can furnish, against the 
probability that he did pay such a visit, I do not perceive. 
Bertholdt himself, in the very paragraph which contains this 
objection, says, " Who does not know, that the accounts 
of what befel the apostles, and primitive teachers of Chris- 
tianity, are very incomplete 1" Every one knows, that 
Luke breaks off the history of Paul, with the account of 
his imprisonment at Home. Has any writer given us a well- 
authenticated supplement to this? And can the want of 
any history of Paul, after the period of bis imprisonment 
at Rome, be a proof that he never travelled to any par- 
ticular place, or that he did not live and preach there? 
Surely this cannot be urged with any show of propriety. 

1 add only, that analogy would lead us to suppose that 




i 
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PaQl» when liberated, would go to Palestine, and then to 
the other churches in Asia Minor. Such was the general 
course of his travels; see Acts xviii. 22, seq. It is 
altogether consonant, then, with the usage of Paul, to 
suppose that he would visit the church at Palestine, after 
his imprisonment at Rome ; and therefore natural to sup- 
pose that Heb. xiii. 23. refers to such an event. 

(3.) If the reading in Heb. x. 34, ''for ye had com- 
passion on my honds^ (roig iio-fioig (lou), be correct, it is 
another argument that Paul is the author of our epistle ; 
for his bonds in Palestine, whither the letter was sent, are 
well known. That he obtained compassion there, par- 
ticularly during his two years' imprisonment at Cesarea, will 
not be questioned. But as the reading Eeo-ftoT^ /tou is con- 
troverted, and iea-i^lois (the prisoners) is preferred by Some 
good critics, I do not think proper to urge this argument ; 
although the evidence is about equally in favour of SecrjxoT^ 

ju.ot), is(rfiol$y and Sserjxfoi^. 

(4.) The salutation in Heb. xiii. 34. agrees with the 
Supposition that Patll wtote this epistle ; ounrafyvrai v^ai 61 
iL-nl Ttis *Irei\las. Paul, writing from Rome, which had com- 
tnunication of course with all parts of Italy, and with the 
Italian churches, may very naturally be supposed to have 
sent such a salutation. Indeed, the cirotimstances render 
this quite probable. 

The objections made against this, do not strike me as 
forcible. £ichhorn alleges, that ol uttI t^^ 'Ita\let$ must 
mean people who had come from Italy, i. e. who had left 
Italy, and were locally out of it, when the writer sent a 
salutation from them. Consequently, he concludes^ th6 
writer of the epistle could not have been Paul, during his 
imprisonment at Rome. 

This interpretation, however, is not fodbded in the usus 
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loquendi of the Greek langaage. From the many proofs of 
this, which might be offered, I select only a few cases. 
Matt. xxi. 11; 7)](roD; .... 6 airl Nal^aper, Jesus the Nazarene ; 
Acts xvii. 18, oi avo Oea-a-aKovUrig 'lovloTm, the Thessalonian 
Jews. In this last case, the Jews at Thessalonica, not out 
of it, are meant ; as is plain from the last part of the verse, 
which speaks of them as going to Berea, after they had 
heard the report of Paol's preaching there. So ol &fro 'Jipo- 
o-oXufteoy ypafifiaTilg, the Jerusalem scribes, Matt. xv. 1* 

In the same manner, other prepositions, of the like sig- 
nification with aTTo, are used with the article, e. g. oi Ix spi^ 
Mas, the contentious ; o\ Ix v^jxou, sticklers for the law ; ro 
ff ovpivov, heavenly; o! Ix rij^ Kalaapog oixtag, C€Bsar*9 do-- 
mestics. 

So far is Eichhom's remark from be|ng well founded, in 
regard to the meaning of such a phrase as oi oe^o Trjs UraXlas, 
that one may venture to say, it is incapable of such a mean-r 
ing as he gives it. It is only when avo, in such a connexion^ 
is preceded by a^/(rn]jxi, uvftfialvco, l^sp^ofum, fjpp^o/tai, xora- 
j3(x/va?, &c. that it denotes, heing out of a country. 0\ aoA 
denotes, belonging to. Consequently the salutation in Helx 
^iii. 24, means simply. The Italians [i. e. Italian Christians] 
sialute you* 

But here again, it is asked, ' How came Italians to 
salute a church in Palestine ? If Paul wrote our epistle, 
at Rome„ why did he not say, ctxT-Kofyvron vpMs oi a^i rijf 'Pco- 
Mi ? What acquaintance had the Romans with the charch 
at Palestine ? 

This objection, however, will not bear examination. 
The Romans surely were Italians ; and it is a matter of 
indifference, whether the writer at Rome said ol aito rns 'P»/xi|;, 
or ol avo Tvig 7raXia^,if he meant to send only the salatatioa 
of Christians who resided at Rome. But is it at all pio- 
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bable» that there were not Christians often at Rome, from 
various parts of Italy, who were acquainted with Panl^ and 
who cherished a friendly interest for the church whom he 
was addressing? If these also, as well as the Romans, 
wished to send the expression of their friendly regards to 
the Hebrews; what other phraseology could Paul have 
adopted, that would be more appropriate than o» Sato t^$ 
'IraXiig, which would embrace Christians in general, who 
lived in the country where the writer was? 

Then, why should this be thought so strange, when an 
example of the very same nature may be produced from 
the acknowledged writings of Paul ? This apostle, writing 
from Ephesas (1 Cor. xvi. 8,) to the church at Corinth, 
says, The churches of Asia salute you, xvi. 19« May not 
the same questions be urged here, as objectors urge in the 
case above ? May we not ask. How could the Asiatics 
be personally known to the Corinthians T And why should 
Paul speak of the churches of Asia, and not of that at 
Ephesus? Plainly, the reason of this was, that Christians 
from different parts of Asia Minor, (which is here meant,) 
were collected together in Ephesus, its capital, where they 
had intercourse with Paul, and knew that he was addressing 
the Corinthians, and desired an expression of their brotherly 
affection toward them. What is more common, every day, 
than for single individuals, or societies of men, who have 
never had any personal intercourse together, to exchange 
friendly salutations? Could not Paul as well send the 

salutations of ol iwh riis ^IraXlas, as of ol uiro rvig 'Atrloii ? 

Such are the various circumstances adverted to in our 
epistle, which serve to render it probable that Paul was 
the author of it. From its nature, this evidence is indirect; 
but evidence of such a kind is, not unfrequently, as con«* 
vincing as that which appears to be more direct. The 
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pjefixing or suffixing of a writer's name to an epistle^ is a 
more easy and obvious method of interpolation^ than the 
insertion of minute circumstances, which imply a very 
intimate acquaintance with a writer's condition and circum- 
stances. 

Will any one undertake to show, that the circumstances, 
which are brought into view above, may be more probably 
attached to some other person than to Paul ? If not, then 
the probability from them is in favour of Paul as the author 
of our epistle. 



§ 30. Evidence that the epistle is PauVs, from a similarity 
of sentiment, and also from the form, method, style, and. 
diction of the composition. 

The preceding section treated of the facts or external 
circumstances, to which various passages of our epistle 
adverts ; and what is gathered from these may be called^ 
ia ft certain respect, a kind of external evidence. But a 
comparison of our epistle with the other acknowledged 
writings of Paul, remains yet to be made. This is a species 
of evidence, on which some have relied with great confi- 
dence ; and it is remarkable, that it has been appealed to 
wUh equal confidence, both by those who defend, and by 
those who assail, the Pauline origin of the epistle to the 
Hebrews. Even in very ancient times, so early as the 
third century, the same occurrence took place. One might, 
I>erbaps, naturally enough conclude from this, that no very 
satisfactory evidence on either side would be obtained ; , 
but that the epistle contains things to which both parties 
may appeal, with some tolerable show of reason. Before 
cooling however to such a conclusion, we oughts at. least to. , 
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raajk^ 1^ tKoroQgh investigation^ aiui ta weigh well i^ltbe 
argameats, which are adduced to support the respective* 
opiDions to which I allude. 

A comparison between our epistle and the acknowledged 
letters of Paul, n^ay have respect to the doctrines taught ia 
both; or to the farm and method, as well as the styk and 
diction, of the epistle. When these shall have passed is 
review before us» the aUegattons, with regard to a dissi- 
milarity between the epistle to the Hebrews and other 
epistles of Paul, may be further discussed.. 



§21. Similarity of doctrinbs between the qrisih to tke 
Hebrews^ and the acknowledged epistlee of PauL 

Are the sentiments, in our epistle^ such as Panl was 
wont to teach 1 Do they accord with his^ not oi^ in sncb 
a general way as we may easily suppose, the sentiments of 
all Christians in the apostolic age harmonized with each 
other, hut have they the colouring, the proportion, tha 
characteristic features of Paul's sentimients Y Are thej^ so^ 
stated aod infi»stod on, as Paul is wont to state and insist 
on bis ? 

The resemblance in respect to doctrine may he arranged,, 
for the sake of perspicuity and distiii^ticm, uhdei tha 
following heads j 

I. General preference of ChriftiiaLity above Judaism. 

There can, indeed^ be no i^asooable doubts that all tibe 
apostfes and primitive teachers of Christianity, who weia 
well instructed in the prinoiples o£ this religion, must have, 
acknowledged and taught its superiority K>ver the ancient 
religion olthnJ^iRia. lii^wqr fiu^t tfaatitbey weiaGhristJ^ 
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necessarily implies this. But still, it is quite certain, that 
tiie preference of the new above the ancient religion^ is taught 
by Paal^ in a manner different from that of other writers of 
the New Testament ; and with more emphasis, in his 
writings, than in any other parts of the sacred volume* 

The grounds of preferring Christianity to Judaism, may 
be classed under the following particulars. 

(1.) The superior degree of light, or religious knotoledgigf 
imparted by the gospel. 

In his acknowledged epistles, Paul calls Judaism, ret 

(TTOi^elu TOil xoVftou, Gal. iv. 3 ; and again, rot ci<rievri xai Trreo^ot 

a-Totx^la, Gal. iv. 9. He represents it as adapted to children, 
vfpriot, Gal. iv. 9, who are in a state of nonage and pupilage. 
Gal. iv* 2, or in the condition of servants rather than that 
of heirs. Gal. iv. 1. 

On the other hand. Christians attain to a higher know- 
ledge of God, Gal. iv. 9 ; they are no more as servants, but 
become sons, and obtain the privileges of adoption, 6al« 
i v« 5, 6. They are represented as rlxsioi, 1 Cor. xiv. 20 ; 
as being furnished with instruction adequate to make them 
ivipotjs tbXsIovs, Eph. iv. 11 — ^13. Christianity leads them to 
see the glorious displays of himself which God has made, 
with an unveiled face, i.e. clearly, 2 Cor. iii. 18 ; while 
Judaism threw a veil over these things, 2 Cor. ii. 13, 
Christianity is engraven on the hearts of its votariesi 4 
haxovta toD weuiMtros, 2 Cor. iii. 8; while Judaism was 
engraven on tablets of stone, Ivreruv^jxeyt) ly aMoi;, 2 Cor. 
111. 7. 

Such is a brief sketch of PauVs views in respect to this 
point, as presented in his acknowledged epistles. Let as 
now compare these views, with those which the epistle to 
the Hebrews discloses. 

This epistle commences with the declaration^ that God, 
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who in times past spake to the fathers by the prophets, 
hath, in these last days, spoken to as by his Son, Heb. i. 1. 
ii. 1 seq. Judaism was revealed only by the mediation 
of angels, ii. 2 ; while Christianity was revealed by the 
Son of God, and abundantly confirmed by miraculous gifts 
of the Holy Ghost, ii. 9, 4. The ancient covenant was 
imperfect, in respect to the means which it famished for 
the diffusion of knowledge ; but the new covenant provides 
that all shall know the Lord, from the least to the greatest, 
viii. 9 — 1 1 . The law was only a sketch or imperfect repre* 
sentation of religious blessings ; while the gospel proffers 
the blessings themselves, x. 1. The worthies of ancient 
times had only imperfect views of spiritual blessings; 
while Christians enjoy them in full measure, xi. 39, 40. 

(2.) The gospel holds out superior motives and encourage- 
n^ents to virtue and piety. 

Paul represents the condition of the Jews, while under 
the law, as like to that of children, immured and kept under 
the eye of masters and teachers. Gal, iii. 23* iv.2 ; as being 
in bondage. Gal. iv. 3; as servants, iv. 1 ; as children, iv. 3 ; 
and as having the spirit of bondage, Rom. viii. 15. This 
servile spirit, which inspired them with fear, Rom. viii. 15, 
gives place, ander the Christian religion; to the spirit of 
adoption, by which they approach God with filial confidence, 
Rom. viii. 15 — 17. Christianity has liberated as from peda- 
gogues, and made us partakers of the privileges of sons and 
heirs. Gal. iii. 25, seq. iv. 4 seq. The liberty of the gospel 
affords urgent motives for the practice of virtue. Gal. v. 1 
seq. V. 13 seq. The spirit imparted under the gospel furnishes 
aid, and <preates special obligation, to mortify our evil 
passi<ms and affections, Rom. viii. 12 — 17» Circumcision 
is now nothing, and uncircumcision nothing; but obedience 
to the commands of God is the all-important consideration. 
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1 Cor. TiL 19. Not ciroumcisioti or uncircnmcisioii is 
matter of ooDcern^ under the Christian religion, but a new 
creation, i. e. a spiritual renovation^ GM. vi. 15» ismd faifli 
which worketh by love. Gal. v. 6. 

Turn we now to the epidtle to the Hebrews. Hiere we 
find, that the sacrifices prescribed by the JCewish law oouM 
not quiet and purify the conscience of the worshipper, f x^9; 
nor deliver him from the pollution of sin, in order that he 
might, in a becoming manner, worship the living Qod; 
which is effected only under the gospel^ ix» 14. Tlie law 
served to inspire its votaries with awe and terror, Heb. xii. 
18 — 21 ; but the gospel with cheering confidence, xii. 22^ 
24. Now we may obtain grace to serve Grod in an accept- 
able manner, xii. 28. We have a covenant established on 
better promises than the ancient one^ viii. 6— Id ; and 
are urged by more powerful motives to a holy life nbder 
the gospel, xii. 25 — ^2D. 

It must be admitted, in respect to the particularly ot the 
comparison Just drawn, that the diction of the passages 
generally, in the epistle to the Hebrews, presents no very 
striking resemblances to that in Paul's dckAowledgpM 
epistles. But this, as will be easily seen by inspecting all 
the passages drawn into the comparison, may very naturally 
result from the difierent topics with which the passages 
from our epistle stand connected. The mode of introducing 
these topics is different, because it arises from different 
occasions of introducing them. Bat the fundamental ideas 
in both are the same. Other writers also of the New 
Testament urge the obligations of Christians to peculiar 
holiness of life; but what other writers, except Paul, urge 
it from comparative views of the Jewish and Christian 
dispensations ? 
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(3.) The superior efficacy of the gospel, in promoting and 
ensuring the real and permanent happiness of mankind, 

Paul represents the law as possessing only a condemning 
power^ and subjecting all men to its curse, in consequence 
of disobedience^ Gal. iii. 10» It is the ministry of death, 
2 Cor. iii. 7 ; the ministry of condemnation^ 2 Cor. iii. 9 ; 
by it none can obtain justification or pardoning mercy » 
6al. iii. 11. Rom. iii. 20. 

On the contrary^ Christianity is the ministry of pardon^ 
Tfig 8ixaio(nJvii;, 2 Cor. iii. 9 ; it holds out forgiveness of sins 
for the sake of Christy gratuitous pardon on account of him, 
Rom. iii. 24^ 25. Eph. i. 7. Through him^ we are allowed 
to cherish the hope of future glory, Rom. v. 1, 2; and this 
without perfect obedience to the law, Rom. iii. 21. OaK 
ii. 16. Acts xiii. 88, 39. And to such blessings, under the 
gospel, is attached a most important circumstance, in order 
to heighten their value, viz. that they are perennial, and 
not (like the Mosaic institutions) liable to abolition, 2 Cor. 
iii. 11. 

In correspondence with all this, the epistle to the Hebrews 
represents the Mosiac dispensation, as one which wiais 
calculated to inspire awe and terror, Heb. xii. 18 — ^21 ; the 
offerings and sacrifices which it enjoined, could never tran- 
quillize and purify the conscience of the worshipper, ix.9; 
for it was impossible that the blood of bulls and goats should 
take away sin, x. 4. 11 . The blood of Christ has made a 
real exi^iation, procured forgiveness*, and liberated the con- 
science from an oppressive sense of guilt, ix. 11—14. v. 9. 
vi. 18— 20. Christ by his death has delivered us from the 
condemning power of sin, and freed us from the oppressive 
fear which it occasions, if. 14, 15. He has procured access 
to God, and is ever ready to aid those who dppi'oabb biin;; 
vii. 25: ix. 24. The offering ^hich He has ttrnde for sin 
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has a perennial inflaeDce, and without repetition remains 
for ever efficacious, is. 12. 25—28. x. 12. vii. 23—28. 

Other writers also of the New Testament have set before 
us the blessings of the gospel ; and these, as connected 
with what Christ has done and sufTercd. But what other 
writer, except Paul, has charged his picture with such a 
contrast between the Mosaic and Christian dispensations, 
and thrown so much shade over the one, and light over the 
other t If the hand of Paul be not in the epistle to the 
Hebrews, it is the band of one who had drunk deeply of 
his doctrines, and in a high degree participated of his feel- 
ings and views. 

(4.) The Jewish dispensation was only a type and skadom 
of the Christian. 

Thus Paul often represents it. Meats and drinks, feasts 
and new moons and sabbaths, are o-xia rwv fu^A^vraty, but the 
<rafiM is Christ, Col. ii. 16, 17. The passage through the 
Red Sea was typical of Christian baptism ; and the manoa, 
of our spiritual food, 1 Cor. s. 1 — (i. The occurrences 
under the ancient dispensation were typical of things under 
the new, 1 Cor. x. 11. In like manner, Paul calls Adam 
TUJTOj Tou ^e'AXokTOf, i. e. a type of Christ, Rom. v. 14. comp. 

1 Cor. XT. 45—47. The Mosaic institution did but darkly 
shadow that, which is clearly revealed under the gospel, 

2 Cor. iii. 13 — 18. Hagar and Sarah may be considered 
as allegorically representing the law and the gospel, or the 
two covenants, Gal. iv. 22 — 31. The law was only our 
pedagogae until the coming of Christ, under whom full 
privileges are enjoyed. Gal. iii. 23 — 25. iv. 1 — 5. 

The epistle to the Hebrews, in like manner, represents 
the Jewish rites and ordinances only as a wetpa^o^i), i. e. a 
significant emblem of blessings under the gospel ; and these 
rites were imposed only until the time of reformation, ix. 
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0"— 14. The law was only oicioi of good things to come ; 
while the gospel proffered the very things themselves^ x. 1. 
All the Levitical ritaal, the temple itself and all its apper- 
tenanceSy were only a u^tfSfiyjxa of the temple in which 
Christ ministers, and of the functions which he performs, 
viii, 1 — ^9. ix. 22 — ^24 ; they were a designed emblem of 
the objects of the new dispensation, ix. 9. 

The question may be emphatically put, here — ^What other 
parts of the New Testament^ the writings of Paul excepted, 
furnish us with views of such a nature as these exhibit ? 
Manifestly Pauline is both the sentiment, and the costume 
which the writer has put upon it. 

(5.) While the Christian dispensation is designed for per* 
petuity^ the Jewish institutes are abolished on account of 
their imperfection, 

Paul represents the Law as having no glory, in com- 
parison with Christianity, 2 Cor. IH. 10 ; it was designed to 
be abolished, when the perennial dispensation of Christ 
should be introduced, 2 Cor. iii. 11. 18. The veil over the 
ancient dispensation rendered it obscure, and hindered the' 
Jews from fully comprehending it ; but the time was come, 
under the gospel, when that veil was removed, and the 
glory of God was seen vrith open face, 2 Cor. iii. 18 — 18. 
The law being altogether incapable of justifying sinners, 
gives place to another and gratuitous method of justification, 
Rom. iv. 14 — ^16. Christians are dead to the law, and 
affianced to another covenant, Rom* vii. 4—6. The law 
was incompetent to effect the designs of divine benevolence, 
and therefore gives place to a more perfect dispensation. 
Gal. iii. 21 — 26. iv. 1 — 7. v. 1. It was void of power to 
justify the sinner, and therefore the interposition of ChriM 
became necessary, Rom. viii. 8, 4. Gal. ii. 16. ' * 

On the other hand, the writer of the epistle to this Hebrews 
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xepresents the new covenant as inspiring better hopes -than 
the ancient one did, and the latter as taxable with .defects, 
viii. 6 — 8. The old covenant is antiquated, and ready to 
expire,^ kyyif^ a^avtaiiotj, viii. 13« Christ is appointed liigli 
priest according to a new order of priesthood, different 
from the Levitical one ; becanse the dispensation^ by which 
the latter received its appointment, was weak, and incom- 
petent to effect the introduction of such hopes as the gospel 
inspires, vii. ^7-— 19* Burnt-offerings and sacn£ces can 
never take away sin, Christ only can effect this ; so that, 
when his offering is made, it needs not to be repeated, bat 
is of sufficient and everlasting efficacy, x. 1 — li. 

Other writers of the New Testament have also appealed 
to the efficacy of Jesus^ atoning blood ; but who, besides 
Paul, has thrown this whole subject into an attitude of 
contrast with the inefficiency of the Jewish dispensation ? 

Thus much for our first general head, by way of com- 
paring the sentiments of Paul with those of our epistle, in 
respect to the grounds of preference over Judaism, which 
Christianity a^ords. 

IL The person and work of the Mediator, Jesus Christ. 
» 

Under this head, the following particulars are entitled to 
our consideration : 

(1.) The PERSON of the Mediator is presented in tA^ 
same light, hy the writer of the epistle to the Hebrews, and 
hy Paul, 

Paul, in various passages, represents Christ as the imag.e 
of God, as the resemblance or likeness of the Father ; as 
bumbling himself, or condescending to assume our nature, 
and suffer death in it ; and as being exalted in consequence 
of this, i.e. as a reward of his benevolence and obedience, 
to the throne of the universe, and made head over all things. 
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Thus, in Philip, ii. 6 — 11, Christ being h js^op^y Oiov, i€>6k 
on himself onr nature, and obeyed or subjected himself, in 
the same, unto death, even the death of the cross ; in con- 
sequence of which God hath given him a name above eveiy 
other, so that all in heaven or on earth must bow the knee 
to him. In Col. i. 15 — 20, Christ is represented as the 
image of the invisible God ; as having created all things in 
heaven and in earth ; all things are said to consist by him; 
over all he has a distinguished pre-eminence ; and by his 
sufferings and death he has produced a reconciliation amopg 
the creatures of God, and made expiation for sin, so that 
God treats the pardoned sinner as if he were innocent. In 
2 Cor. viii. 9, Paul says, that the I^ord Je3us Christ, who 
was rich, became poor on our account, that we through his 
poverty might become rich. In Eph. iii. 9, God is said to 
have created all things by Je^us Christ; and in 1 Cpr. viii. 9, 
all things are said to be by. him. In 1 Cor. xv. 25—27,. it 
i» declared that he must reign until all things are put under 
bis feet. 

The peculiarity of this Pauline representation consists, in 
presenting Christ as the image of God ; in specificating tho 
act of humility by which he became incarnate, he humbled 
himself, ixivaxre frsaurov-^though rich he became poor ; in pre-* 
senting his obedience and sufferings, as the ground of faia 
elevation to the throne of the universe, Ia the mediatorial 
nature ; in representing him as head over all, both friends 
and enemies, and as reigning until his enemies be made 
his footstool ; and finally, in representing God as having 
created all things hy him. 

If we turn now to the epistle to the Hebrews, we find the 
same representations . there. The Son of God is the re- 
flection of the Father's glory, his exact image or resem- 
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blance, ^apetxT^fi, i. 3. God mac^e all things by him, i. 2. 
He directs all thiDgs by bis powerful word, i. 3. He was 
in a state of humiliation (i5x*Tr(ufi.e'vDv), lower than the 
angels, ii. 9. He took part in flesh and- blood, that he 
might, by his own death, render null and void the de- 
structive power of the devil, ii. 14. On account of the 
suffering of death, he is exalted to a state of glory and 
honour, ii. 9. He endured the sufferings of the cross, 
making no account of its disgrace, but having a regard to 
the reward set before him, which was a seat at the right 
hand of God, xii. 2. All things are put under his feet, 
ii. 8. X, 13 ; where the very same passage from the Old 
Testament is qnoted, which Paul quotes in 1 Cor. x.v. 
2d — 28, and it is applied in the same manner. 

Is all this, now, mere accident ? What other writer of 
the New Testament presents such speciality of views 
respecting Christ's resemblance to God, his mediatorial 
character, his obedience, sufferings, and exaltation in our 
nature to the throne of the universe? No other writer 
presents them in the same connexion, employs the same 
images for comparison, or brings the topics to view in the 
same light. There is a peculiarity of representation so 
distinctly marked here, so exclusively Pauline in Its man- 
ner, that if Paul himself did not write the epistte to the 
Hebrews, it must have been some one, who had druok in 
so deeply of bis instructions, as to become the very image 
of the fountain whence he drew. 

(2.) The death of Christ as a propitiatory sacrifice for 
sin, and the reconciliation of sinners to God by means of this 
sacrifice. 

Other writers, indeed, of the New Testament, besides 
Paul, teach this doctrine. But there is in his letters, a 
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peculiar and m^ent manner of enforcing it. Oftener than 
any other writer, does he recnr to this interesting theme ; 
and in all his representations, it stands in high relief. 

The general annunciation of it is often repeated. Christ 
came into the world to save sinners, 1 Tim. i. 15. He 
died for our sins, 1 Cor. xv. 8. He was given up or 
devoted to death, on our account, Rom. viii. 32. Our 
redemption was wrought by him. Bom. iii. 24. He was 
given up, i. e. to death, on account of our ofiences, Rom. 
iv. 25. He gave up himself for our sins. Gal. i. 4. li. 20. 
He gave up himself an acceptable sacrifice for us, £ph. v. 
2. He was our paschal lamb, 1 Cor. v. 7. By his blood 
we have redemption or forgiveness of sin, Eph. i. 7. Col. 
i. 14« He gave himself a ransom for all, 1 Tim. ii. 6. 
1 Cor. vi. 20. vii. 23. These may serve as a specimen of 
the general statement, which Paul so frequently makes of 
this subject. 

But he also recurs very often to this topic, in his reason- 
ings at length, and insists upon it with particularity. In 
his epistle to the Bomans, he labours at length to prove the 
universal guilt of men, in order to show that salvation by 
Christ is necessary for all. Bom. iii. 22 — ^27. v. 12 — ^21, 
He urges the impossibility of obtaining this salvation by 
the law. Bom. iii. 20. 28. viii. 3. Gal. ii. 16. 21, averring 
that Jesus, by his death, has effected what the law could 
not do. Assuming our nature, he became a sin-offering for 
us. Bom. viii. 3. He became a propitiatory sacrifice on 
our account, so that through him we may obtain pardoning 
mercy. Bom. iii. 24 — ^26. As all men have come into a 
state of condemnation througii Adam, so all men may 
come into a state of pardon through Christ, Bom. v. 12 — 
21. comp. 2 Cor. v. 14. 19—21. Now, since Christ died 
for us, Christians may regard God as no more inclined to 
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panish them as guilty^ for they are in a state of peace and 
pardon, Rom, v. 1. 8— 11 . viii. 32. Now we may hope for 
abounding grace and happiness, Rom. v. 17. vi. 23. yiii. 17. 
32. Jesas at the right hand of God is ever ready to aid us, 
Rom. viii. 34. Jesus is the Mediator between God and 
man, to make reconciliation, 1 Tim. it. 5, 6. 

It were easy to add many other passages of the same 
tenor, from the acknowledged writings of Paul ; bat these 
are sufficient to exhibit his views, and the mode in which 
he inculcates them. 

In Uie epistle to the Hebrews, we find the same senti- 
ments, urged with the same ardour. Christ, by the sacri- 
fice of himself, made expiation for our sins, i. 3. By the 
grace of God, assuming our nature, he tasted death for aU, 
ii. 9. He became, through his sufferings, the author of 
eternal salvation to believers, v. 8, 9. 

But no where is there more speciality of argument to 
establish this great point, than in Heb. vii. viii. ix. and 
X. ; nearly all of which is occupied with it. The Jewish 
offerings ^re altogether insufficient to make expiation, ix. 9 
— 14. vii. 11. 19. X. 1. 11. Those offerings needed con- 
stant repetition ; and even then, they could never remove 
sin, V. 1—3. vii. 27, 28. ix. 6, 7. 26. x. 4. 11. Christ by 
offering up himself has effected this, i. 3. vii. 27. ix. 25^ 26. 
By his own blood, not with that of beasts, he entered into 
the eternal sanctuary, once for all making expiation for 
sin, ix. 12—15. x. 10—12. 14. 19. By his death he has 
delivered us from the oppressive fear of condemnation, 
ii. 14, 15. He has tranquillized and purified the con- 
science of penitent sinners,^hich the law could not do, ix. 
9. 14. He id the mediator of a new covenant, ix. 15. xii. 
24; which is better than the ancient one, vii. 22. viii. 6. 
He is exalted to the throne of the universe, ii. 6 — ^10 ; and 
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he is eTer ready and able to assist us^ iv. 14 — ^16. vii. 25. 
He has introdaced us to a dispensation, which speaks not 
terror only, like the law, but offers abounding grace and 
happiness, xii. 18 — 29. 

Such are some of the more striking traits of doctrine, 
and peculiarities in the mode of representing them, common 
to the acknowledged epistles of Paul and to the epistle to 
the Hebrews. 



§ 22. Form and method of the epistle to the Hebrews, 
compared with those of PauVs acknowledged epistles. 

These topics may be considered, either in a general 
point of view, as it respects the arrangement of the epistle 
at large ; or' specially, as having reference to various parti- 
culars which it exhibits. 

(1.) The general method or arrangement of this epistle, is 
Hie to that of Paul. 

Most of all does it resemble his two epistles to the 
Romans, and to the Galatians ; which exhibit fir^t a theo- 
retical or doctrinal, then a practical, part. The epistle to 
the Romans is principally occupied, to the end of the tenth 
chapter, with the doctrinal part ; and the remainder with 
practical matter and salutations. In like manner, the epis- 
tle to the Oalatians, as far as the end of the fourth chapter, 
is principally doctrinal discussion ; while the remainder is 
hortatory and practical. In some degree, the same thing 
may be said of the epistles to the Ephesians, Colossians, 
Philippians, and Thessalonians. But that to the Romans 
is roost distinctly marked of all. 

Turning now to the epistle to the Hebrews, we find that 
it is composed on a similar plan. As far as chapter x. 19, 
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it is principally doctrinal. It has^ however, like Paul's 
other epistles, occasional exhortation intermixed, which 
the strength of the writer's feelings plainly appears to have 
forced from him. Hence to the end, it is hortatory and 
practical. 

In the epistle to the Romans^ just before the salutatory 
part begins, the writer earnestly asks for a special interest 
in the prayers of those whom he addressed, in order that be 
may be delivered from the power of persecution ; and he 
follows this request with a petition, that the God of peace 
might be with them, and concludes with an Amen, Rom. xv. 
30 — 33. The very same order, petition, style, and concla- 
sion, appear at the close of the epistle to the Hebrews, 
xiii. 18 — ^21. The writer begs an interest in their prayers, 
that he may be restored to them the sooner ; commends 
them to the God of peace, (an expression used no where 
else but in Paul's writings and in the epistle to the 
Hebrews); and concludes with an Amen, before the 
salutation. 

Is all this arrangement, to which we have now adverted, 
merely accidental ; or does it look, as if it must have come 
from the hand of the same writer ? I know, indeed^ it has 
been said, that the order of nature and propriety would 
lead every man, writing an epistle which contained -doc- 
trinal discussion and practical exhortation, to arrange 
them in such a manner that the former should precede; 
and that this arrangement, therefore, cannot with probi^bi* 
lity be represented as exclusively Pauline. With the 
views of rhetorical propriety, which are entertained I^ 
classical scholars, of the present day, I readily acknow* 
ledge that such an order is almost spontaneous. But then, 
another question arises here. Why has not Paul adopted 
this in all his epistles? And why has neither John^ not 
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J'ames, nor Peter, nor Jade adopted it 7 All these apostles 
baye commingled doctrine and practice, thronghont their 
epistles. BegvJlarly arranged discnssion of doctrine, they 
do not exhibit. In this respect, the only similars to the 
epistle to the Hebrews, are to be fonnd in the epistles of 
Paul. Bat if the general arrangement here adverted to, be 
not considered as of mach weight in the matter before as, 
it mast be admitted, that there is a striking resemblance 
between the close of the practical part, jost before the 
salatations or greetings, in the epistles to the Romans and 
to the Hebrews. Here, also, we find the exclasively 
Panline phrase, the God of peace, employed in the same 
way, in both epistles. 

(2.) The manner of appealing to and employing the Jewish 
Scriptures, in PauTs acknowledged epistles and in the epistle 
to the Hebrews, is the same. 

I do not refer here to (be formulas of quotation, by which 
a passage from the Old Testament is introduced. I have 
compared those formulas presented by the epistle to the 
Hebrews, with those in Paul's epistles ; but I do not find 
anything peculiar enough in either, to mark Paul's writings 
with any certainty ; as I shall endeavour to show, in its 
proper place. Every where, in the New Testament, a 
great variety of such formulas is found, as also in the epis- 
tles of PauL I refer now, in a particular manner, to the 
method in which, and the frequency with which, the Jewish 
Scriptnres are employed ; and that in a similar way, both 
in the epistle to the Hebrews, and in the acknowledged 
epistles of Paul. Paul often quotes and combines passages 
of Scripture, without any notice of quotations ; e. g. Rom. 
ix. 7. 21. X. 6-8. 18. xi. 83, 34. xiii. 9. In Rom. iii. 10 
— ^18, several passages from different parts of the Scriptures 
are combined together, without any notice that thiii is done. 
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In the same manner does the writer of the epistle to the 
Hebrews proceed ; e. g. iii. 2. vL 14. x. and Xi. throtigb- 
oat; also, in xii. 5/6. 12» 13. and xiii. 6, quotations, with 
a general appeal, are made from different parts of Scripture 
connected together. Paul makes a very frequent and 
copious use of the Jewish Scriptures, in all the argumenta- 
tive part of his epistles; so does the writer of the epistle to 
the Hebrews. Paul often appeals to the Jewish Scrip- 
tures, as prophetically declaring the abrogation of the 
Mosaic economy, and to Abraham, as having received a 
covenant which the law could not annul ; the same does 
f^.e writer of the epistle to the Hebrews. Paul employs the 
Old Testament, in every way in which the Jews of that 
time were usually accustomed to reason from it. Some- 
times he appeals to direct and prophetic assurances; 
sometimes to similarity of sentiment; sometimes he accom- 
modates passages, which in the original have a local or 
temporary meaning, to designate something then extant, or 
happening at the time in which he wrote ; sometimes he 
appeals to the history of the Old Testament, for analogical 
cases to confirm or impress the doctrine or truth which he 
inculcates; and sometimes he uses the Old Testament 
language as a vehicle of thought, in order to express his 
own ideas. The very same traits characterize, in a most 
visible manner, the method in which the Old Testament is 
employed throughout the epistle to the Hebrews ; as every 
attentive reader must plainly see, without my delaying 
here to specify individual cases. 

In a particular manner does Paul employ passages oi 
the Jewish . Scripture, and Scripture history, xar eivSpoowof ; 
in other words, he uses them by way of argumentum ad 
hominem or argumentum ex concessis. It is thus that he 
allegorizes, on the two sons of Sarah and Hagar, in Gal. 
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17* 24 6eq» ; on the command of Moses, not to mnzzle the^ 
ox which treadeth out the corn, Dent. xxxv. 4, the spirit of 
which he applies to the maintenance of religious teachers^ 
in 1 Cor. ix» 9 ; on the rock from which the Israelites ob- 
tained water, Ex. xvii. 6^ which he considers as an emblem 
of Christ, in 1 Cor. x. 2 seq. ; on the veil over Moses' face, 
Ex. xxxiv. 33, which he applies to the comparative ob* 
scurity that rested on the Jewish revelation, in 2 Cor. iii. 
13, 14; on the declaration that a man should leave his 
father and mother, and cleave to his wife, and that they 
twain should become one flesh. Gen. ii. 24, which he ap- 
plies to the union of Christ and his church in Eph. v. 
31, 32. 

How conspicuous this method of reasoning is, in the 
epistle to the Hebrews, need not be insisted on to any at- 
tentive reader. The whole comparison between Christ and 
Melchisedek, Heb. vii., is of a similar nature yrith those 
already mentioned. The temple and all its apparatus, and 
the holy place, which the high priest entered with his 
expiatory offerings of blood, are types and shadows of the 
temple, of the offering, and of the great high priest pre- 
senting it in the heavens, Heb. viii. 1 — 5. ix. 1 — ^9. Indeed 
the strain of argumentation, throughout, is Often ad kominem 
or ex concessis. The argument that Christ is a more exalted 
personage than the angels, than Moses, than the high 
priest; that Christ's priesthood, the temple in which he 
officiates vrith all its apparatus, the offering of blood which 
he makes, and his official duties as a priest, are all spiritual, 
heavenly, elevated above all the corresponding things in 
the Jewish dispensation, to which the Jew adhered with so 
strong an attachment, and by which he was tempted to 
make defection from his Christian profession, is peculiarly 
ad hominem. We who are not Jews, and who have never 
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feli the power of their prejudices, need not, in order to 
produce in as a conviction of the importance of CSiristianity, 
to be addressed with comparisons drawn from ritnal tjrpes, 
and from the analogy of such objects. But these were all 
familiar to the Jew, and were not only attractive to him, 
bat, in his view, of the highest importance. No one, 
indeed, can reasonably find fault, that the writer addresses 
the Jews cis such ; reasons with them cls such ; and makes 
use of those arguments, whether ad hominem or ex concessts, 
which he knew would produce the most powerful effect 
in persuading them to hold fast the truths of Christianity. 
There is nothing in this, which is inconsistent with the 
maxim of that apostle^ who becatne '' all things to all men ;'' 
with the Jews, demeaning himself and reasoning as a Jew^ 
and in like manner with the Gentiles, in order that he 
might win both to Christianity. 

But it is pot my object, here, to defend the manner of 
argumentation employed in Paul's acknowledged epistles^ 
and in the epistle to the Hebrews. I design merely to show, 
(what cannot be denied,) that the same method of reasoning 
from sentiments and objects presented by the Old Testa- 
ment, is exhibited by both, and in a manner which cannot 
well escape the attention of the inquisitive reader. 

I will only ask now, Wh?it other writers of the New 
Testataient have exhibited the traits of composition, which 
I have noted under this head, in the same degree, or with 
the same frequency ? Nay, I venture to affirm, that th^« 
is scarcely an approximation, in any of their writings, to 
those of Paul, either in regard to the frequency or the lati- 
tude of the usage in question. 

But it may be said, '' This only shows, that these other 
writers named were not the authors of the epistle to the 
Hebrews ; not that Paul wrote this epistle." 
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It seems to me^ however, to go somewhat farther. It 
proves that the characteristics peculiar to Paul's epistles 
and to the epistle to the Hebrews, were not the general or 
universal characteristics of writers of that age ; and of 
course that either Paul, or one who had drunk in deeply of 
his doctrine and manner^ must have written the epistle in 
question. 

(3.) The manner of PauTs reasoning^ in respect to sepa* 
rating his premises from his conclusiim, or his protasis from 
his epitasis, bears a striking resemblance to that which is 
found in the epistle to the Hebrews, 

The peculiarity I have in view, is the enthymeme or 
imperfect form of syllogism, and unfinished sentences and 
comparisons ; which, it has been often observed, are cha- 
racteristic of Paul's mode of writing. He states the major, 
or major and minor terms, of a syllogism ; or the first parts 
of a sentence or comparison ; and then leaving it in this 
unfinished state, he turns aside to illustrate or confirm 
some hint, which was suggested to his mind by what he 
had stated; or some train of thought is introduced, to 
which the natural association of ideas would lead ; and 
after descanting on this, he returns, and with, or without, 
repeating his proposition or sentence at first commenced, 
presents in full the conclusion or epitasis, wbich.is required 
to complete it. 

A striking example of this occurs in Rom. v. 12 — 18. 
'' Wherefore,'^ says he, '" as by one man sin entered the 
world, and death by sin ; and so death passed upon all 
men, in^hat all have sinned,'' v. 12. The premises being 
thus . stated, he turns aside to descant on the universality 
of sin, its pernicious consequences, and the salutary effects 
of the blessing which is proffered by Christ ; and it is not 
until be reaches the 18th versp of the cbftpteir, that the 
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proposition which he had commenced is repeated, and the 
conclusion fully brought out, where it is thus stated, 
** Therefore as by one offence, condemnation came upon 
all men ; so by the obedience of one, the blessing of justifi- 
cation unto life cotnes upon all men/' 

So in Rom. ii. 6, Paul says, " Who [God] will render to 
every man according to his works ;" and after nine verses 
of explanatory* matter, which was suggested by the mention 
of rendering to every man according to his works, he adds, 
at last, the remainder of the sentence which he had begun, 
viz. '' in the day when the secret doings of men shall be 
judged by Jesus Christ, according to the gospel which I 
preach," Rom. ii. 16. 

So in Eph. iii. 1, the apostle says, '' For this cause, I 
Paul the prisoner of Jesus Christ for you Gentiles ;'' then 
leaving the sentence thus commenced, he proceeds on twelve 
verses, with thoughts suggested by the mention of his being 
a messenger to the Gentiles ; and finally, in the 13th verse, 
he adds the conclusion of the sentence commenced in the 
first, viz. '^ I desire that ye faint not at my tribulations for 
you, which is your glory." 

In the 'same way has the writer of the epistle to tiie 
Hebrews constructed some of his reasonings and sentences. 
In Heb. iv. 6, he says, '^ Seeing then it remains that some 
should enter into [the rest], and they to whom the good 
tidings were formerly proclaimed, did not enter in through 
unbelief — ;'' the sentence is then suspended, until the writer 
introduces another quotation from the Psalms, and reasons 
upon it, in order to prove that the rest in qaestion could 
not have been such a rest as the land of Canaan proffered. 
After this, and in the 9th verse, we have the concludii^ 
part of the sentence or syllogism, viz. '' there remaineQi 
then a rest for the people of God." How entirely this 
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Oftinci^^ yfitidk the Pauline manner above exhibited, most - 
strike the mind of every one who considers it. 

jSo jm Heb. y. 6, the writer introduces the divine appoint- 
B^njt of .Christ as a priest a^ter the order of Melchisedek, 
with a design to show that this was an appointment of the 
ipp^t solemn nature, and of a higher order than that of tjie 
Jewii^b pnej^ts. ^e then suspends the consideration of thjls 
lopic, and introduces another, in vs., 7 — 9 ; after which he 
rc^snipes the former topic. But no sooner does he do this, 
than he turns aside once more, in order to descant upon 
th^e difficulties which present themselves in the way of an 
finiple discussion of it. These result from the very im- 
perfect sti}te of religious knowledge among those whom he 
addresses, v. 11 — ^14; the criminality and danger of which 
st^te he dwells upon at large, in chap. vi. intermixing 
threi^ts and encouragements. \i is not unt|l we come to 
chap. vii. 1, that the subject of Melchisedek's priesthood is 
resume^ ; i^^T^.^^ i^ treated of, at full, length. 

.So,iaP(fb«ix..7,, the writer says, that ' the /ewish high 
priest enter^.ii^to the h9ly place, once in each year, with 
the blood of victims, in order to make atonement.' This 
is ^designed as one member of a comparison ; but the other 
men^ber follows only in ix. 1,2, after ^descanting on several 
m^t|ers sujgge^te^d by what the writer had stated. There 
the autithesia is stated, yiz. '^ Jesus, the high priest of future 

Vlessings, entered the sanctuary of the temple not made 
wifli^ hands, with bis own.^loQd accomplishing eternal 
redemption," ix..]^. 

^^^iich is, .the suspended connexion here, even if we adopt 
thpt m^^pd Qf iQteipretation which will make it as close 
as pos^ble. , JBut an attentive consideration of the whole 
preceding context, will perhaps render it probable to the 
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ilMMtive reader, that Heb. ix. 11. may be the antithesis iOF 
the latter part of viii. 4, and first part of viii. 5; where the 
^HetyfAet and a-Kioi rooif hrovpavlcoif, are in contrast -wkhr the 
[AiWSvTcov ctYotiSiv and the jxe/^ovoj xaJ Tehuoripctf <''x'jV^> o^ 
X^ipovoiriTOV, of ix. 11. ' 

How nnich such suspensions resemble the manner of 
Paul, need not be again insisted on. Instiemces of this 
nature might easily be increased ; but no attentive critica! 
reader can help observing them, as they abotmd in fhe 
epistle to the Hebrews. 

The instances above produced may s6rve to show, thaf^ 
as to form and method, in regard either to general arrange- 
ment, or the deducing of arguments from the Old Testament, 
or the exhibition of a peculiar manner in the stateithent of 
these arguments, there is a striking similarity between the 
acknowledged writings of Paul and the epistle to flie 
Hebrews. 

To the method of argument which I have thiis far em- 
ployed, in order to show the probability that Paul vmite 

* ■ * 

the epistle to the Hebrews, some objections have beei^ 
and may be raised. 

It may be asked, ' Did n6t* Paul's hearers, disciples, anS 
intimate friends, whd travelled with him, daily Conirersei 
with him, and for years heard his instructions, cherish die 
same views of doctrine that he did? And in writing fle 
epistle to the Hebrews, might not an atitebrtive beiaterofl 
Paul, and a reader of his epistles, exhibit the saihe's&ti' 
ments? And further; if the same general mann^t, 9 
which the contents of his epistles are arranged, or fliei 
contents of some of them, be found in the epistle totbj 
Hebrews ; or if the particular manner in which he qnoiei{ 
or employs passages of the Jewish Scriptures^ or intetpw 
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them; or if even his method of stating argaments, and 
j^ployiog impe^ect syllogisms or sentences, be Ibq^d in 
,this epistlie; stilly way not some layonrite discij^e Of bis, 
some devoted follower and successful imitator of his tnanner, 
be naturally supposed to have derived all this from hearing 
him and reading his letters 1 And how, then, can argumente 
of thisnattttd prove, that Panl wrote the epistie in ques- 

tionr 

Prove it. in the way of demonstration, they certainly 
cahnot ; nbf is this the purpose for which they are adduced, 
fiut of this, more hereafter. At present, I merely observe, 
that ^e force of these objections is very much diitiinifiiri, 
if in comparing the epistle to the Hebrews with the writing's 
of Paul, it shietll appear, ihat not the strain of sec^timent 
only; not merely the general arrangement of tli^ contents 
of the epistle, or the partici;ilar manner of it ift i;?fpect to 
various ways of reasoning, or constructing i^llogisms and 
sentences; but even the idiomatical and distinctive styU 
and diction itself of Paul abound in it These, aoiie but a 
"firji^iti^r, iJtfi^ ,was a mere copyist or plagiarist coul4 ejiiibit. 
But such a writer is one of the.last men, who can be justly 
suspected of having composed an epistle, like that tp the 
"Hebrews. 

These suggestions naturally lead ps, in the ne^t place, 
to a comparisopr ip xespect to phrmeology wA wqrd$, 
between the acknowledged writings of Paid, and the. epistle 
to the Hebrews. 
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§ 23. Comparison of the phraseology and dicfion of tHe 
epistle to the Hebrews, and th^ acknowledged epistles cf 
Paul. 

1. Xk^ mmltuitf of phraseology and diction, where the same, words, or synony- 
monSjOnes^.ar^ employed ^ or where the shade of thought or repreaentation 
is peculiar and homogeneous, although the language may be somewhat diverse. 

lieb. i. 2. Ac* oJf \l.fi(TOv Apc<rrov] kclI tovs ahuyas [Qeos] eirolrfoe. 
£ph« iii. 9* ^f [0e^] ra ir&vra Kriaavri Sea 'li}0ov Xpc^rov. 

..,1 r ;;J* ' . ' r^'.- 7(l.'-- rn •.- /'- .« . •. -/ » 

Col. i. 15* "Of koTiv eiK^iv Tov 0eo0 roi; aopdrov. 

Fhil. 11. o. Os ev fcop^y (^eoO wrapxtav, 

2 Cor. iv. 4. *Of toTcv eUitv tov wou» 

Heb. i. 3. ^pwv re ra vrarra tf^p^fiarirris 8vVa/iie»s aln'ov. 

Col. i. 17* Ta ^r^fra Iv a^^ ffvvl<rri}ffe. 

Heb. 1. 5« Tcos iiov el av, jsy& ai^uepov yeyevvijca ae. . 

Acts xiii. 33. If OS /xov el ov, eycii iniiiepov yey ivvtiKO. oe ; used 
here by Paiil, and applied in l>oih 'passages (but no where else in 
the New Testament,) to Christ. 

Heb. I. 4* To0^ovr^ Kptimav yevSfjLevos t&p dyyiXwv, otrf oca- 
iboptifTepov vap* ahrovs KeK\vipoy6firiK€v oyo/xa, 

£ph. 1. 21. 'Tirepavcrf . . • . • ^raKros oySfiaros oybfiaiofAivdv oh 
fiSyov iy ff al&yi roikf, dkka Kai kv rf fiiWoyTu 

Phil, ii* 9. 'O 0eof k)(api<f^TO ahrf opofia to hr^ way 

oyofAa' iya iy rf oydfiari'lritrov way ydvv KafAxjqjj ewovpayiiayg k, r. X. 

Heb. i. 6. Toy wpwrdroKoy . • . . 

Rom. viii. 29* £(« to elyai ahrov roy wpw6roKoy» 

Col. ]. 15. UpwdroKos wdtnis a-lffews. V. 18. UptarSroKos. 

This appellation is applied to Christ no where else, excepting in 

Rev. i. 5. 

Heb. ii. 2. 'O ii dyyiXuy XaXiiBels Xoyor. 
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Gral. 111. 19* '0 vi^fiot . • • SiartiyeU ii* dyyiXi^v, Coinf^. Acts 
Tii: 53. 

Here is the same sebtiment; \6yos and y<$fios beirig sy tibnymes ; 
as, for substafiee, XdXi|0e2s and biatayeU are. However, Stephen 
oUtee asiisa sImUar expressiorii Acts vii. 53. 

Heb. ii. 4. Sij/ie/ou re ical ripatrt, Kal voiKCXais hvv&ixtei^ koX 
nvev/xaros hylov /iepiafiols, 

1 Cor. xii. 4. ^laipiaets bk \api9n&Tia)^ tM^ ro hk aM ir^v/tta. 

1 C6r. xii. 11. Ti&vta hk ravra Mpyei t6 %y Kal ro ahro irl^ed^a, 
biaipioiffr l8l^ ixiiffrf kadits /3ovXerac. 

Rom. xii, 6. "Exprres be ^apcV/uara Kara r^v x^pir rri'v iiSei&ai^ 
iljiiv bi6^6pia \ ; . . all spoken of the miraculous gifts of the Holy 
Spirit, and characterized by the same shade of thought, viz. the 
voAints or different gifts of this nature, distributed by him. 

Heb. ii. 8« H&vra vwira^as vTroKarat rQv irobwv ahT<:v, 

1 Cmr.'XV. ST*. Ildvra yapWitc^ viro ruvs vdbds abrav. 

lElph» i. 1^. Kal iriiyra ^^ro^v lv6 r<nr% irobm aOrov, 

Phil. Hi. «1. 'Yirof^at lawf ra ka^a. . . •. . . iplAraseoloigy ap- 

<pHed tb deslgnatie the sovereignty^ conferri^ updn Ofarist^ aHi 

found only in Paul and in our epistle. 

'HtH>. ii.^lb. 'hi* b'v rhwAyra^'Kat ^C bi ta itA^ta. 

Rom. xi. 36. '£{ airrov, Kal bi' airov^^Kdl tUdMvfhititmi. 

Col. i. 16. Ha'vdvrabi* avr&v tal Us kAtSr. 

I Cor. viii. 6. £If Qeos . . .. I( (A'ra w&iHu' tdl eh-K^ufs. • • . 
bi oi ra navra • . . \s'n&^thod' 6f cfxpressiofi, «m}>k>yed'totd»ignate 
God as tbeautfaoV of all things, dttd also the idrd litaid ^possesii^t of 
them, which is appropriate to PAnl,'aad tt) ouf epistle. 

Heb. ii. 14. "Im . . . . i^ikipyii&jfroyyokp&ros ^*>to ♦it)C-da- 
V4rov,>iwi^ ihi TovbHifioXop. 

'2 '^m.' i. ' ib. Kdtafiyiiadirros fiky tov ' B&vafov. Karapyita, em- 
ployed 'h the 'iiMise 6f dboK^hing, r)inieHng null, is exclusively 
Pauline. No other writer of the New Testament employs it at all, 
iib^t Luke ; 'ahd hi'hikt cfAde, ktrd'then'tn qtAte a d^rent sense 
from that attached to it by Paul, Luke xiii. 7. 
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Heb* ii. 16. IflripfAaros^Afipakfh 10 desig^«te Chr^lia.m. ' '^ 
Gal. ill. 29* £t ik ifjiets Xpttnov, &pa rov 'Afipahfi avipfia i^im t 
GmK iii. 7* Oi ^k nlarem, qItqI ^^^iv vloi 'A^fHM^* 
Rom. iv. l6. *APpahfji, 6s i^n ?rar^ nirttav ifJt^v* 
The appellation, seed or SQm 0/ Ahrahnmt applied to desigof^te 

Christiansy is found only in Paul and in our epistle. 

9 

9 

Heb. iii. ]. YMitf^ias kirovpaviov. 

Phil. iii. 14. Tj}s ILvw icX^crews rv^ Oeoi;. 

Rom. xi. 29. 'H fl^1^aiSTov^^ov, The phrase heavenly or dftvtiif 
calling, applied to designate the proffered mercies of the gospe), 
is limited to Paul and to our epistle* 

Heb. iv. 12. Ziir yhp 6 \dyes tov 0eov . • • • icac TQ^rsptis fi^lp 
waaav ii6,\atpav blorofwy, . . <; • 

£ph. vi. 17. T17K /idxacpav roO wvevfrnros, 6 lor^ f^9A<a Ocpf. 
The comparison of the word of God to a sword, is found only in 
Paul and in our epistle. 

Heb. V. 8. Kalfrep ^r vios, if$aBev &^* Jiv Iira9e rfiv iwaxciiv, 

Phil. ii. 8. 'Ea'avelrtaffev iaurby, y€v6/i€yos vr^Koos, fJtixP'' Qoy6rov* 
The 'idea of obedience in the humiliation and 9uffering9 of 
Christ, constitutes the speciality and the similitiide of these two 
passages. 

Heb. V. 13. Niix^jOf y4ip eari, jL e. a efUld in religion^ compara- 
lively ignorant, uninformed^ ^ . . 

1 Cor. iii. 1. 'iU vn^^lau kv Xpunf, in ffae^mme ^ense^ 

Eph. if. 14. "Iva /jJtK^i iiA€v y^TTcpi, iQ the saipie. 

Rom«iL20^ AtSo^iraXoi' ikitw/oiv, in the same. 

Gal. iv. 3. "Ore J/tcei^ vkwioi, m the simdc. This phnuiedogy js 
limited to Paul and ^ our epistiU^ 

1 Cor. xiv. 20. Taif hk <^peol r^XeiQi ylytaOt^ ^ fh^ wc^d v^^cif 1 
is here the antithesis ^ y^nto^aiid ^flUis [wf^U Vfspt^f^^ piatmre. 
Jn this sepse, it is eii\plogr«d.oiily ^i^ jPauI and jn q^r,ftpisjt\e* 

. ..9eb« n. U T€\^i6rriT9^ an advanced, matnrsMWe^ i. «. of Chicjs- 
tiao knowledge. 
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Col. Hi. 14. ^{fp^fios Tfjs T^tiornrot, the bond or ctmetU of a 
matured ChrisUdn Btate, The word reXei^rris, in 8ttch a sense, is 
limited to Paul and to our epistle. 

Ueh, yu9. *Eap7rtp iviTpiini 6 Otos. 

1 Cor. xvi. 7. '£ai^ 6 Kvpiot imrpiwy a phrase do whtfe 

else employed. ' ^ 

Heb. yi. 10. Tij^ Ay^Ktif ii , epeieiiavde ^U ro oyofia a^ov, 8<a- 
ifortfaavret rdls &yhw Ca2 i^aKovovyreSf 

2 Cor. viii, 24^: T9.r olyJtJietiiv r^f hjaifn% vfiOv . • . els ainvi^s 
cybel^aaOe. The siiflilarity consists in employing evbel^aadat rr^y 
dy^K^nboth cfses, ^nstr Acted wilb eit before the object that 
follows. 

"' Heb. vlii. 5. OXrives ^oielyftart Kti\ trxtf XtiTpevowri rSty lirov- 
paviiay. 

Heb. X. 1. Y,Kihy yap ix"^^ ^ yo/ios r&y fieXKoyrity. 

Col. ii. 17* "A etrri oncta rHy fie\K6yTi»>y . . . language respecting 
the|figurative nature of the Jewish didpensation, which isappropriate 
to Paul and to our epistle. 
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Heb. yiii. 6..Kp€lrToWs kftri hia^kfi$ fieoirtft. 

1 Tim. ii. 5. ETs fiealrris .... Hpurros *lTiaovs. 

Gal. iii. 19, 20. *Ev X^tpl fiealrov. *0 8^ fieairris iyos oIk itrrr 
The word mediator, applied to de&lgilat^ Christ, or Moses, is 
apprbjpriate to Paul and to our epistle. 

Heb. viii. 10. Ka2 l^o/Ltai ^i)ro7s els BeAr, koI ain-oi iaoyral fioi els 
XaoK.' 

2 Cor. vi. l6. Kai icofAai airily deos, koI aifTol ILaoyraL fwt 
Xods. 

Both passages are quoted fronilbe Old Testamedt. The resem- 
blaiice 'consists, in the quotation arid application of the same pas- 
iage in both places, and in the isaitf6 tttHnn^r. 
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Heb. viii. 10. Kal eirl xaphlas ahr&y hriyp&\l/u aifroiis, 

Rom. ii. 1 jl. To fyyoy top yS/jiov ypawroy ev rais Haphtais ahr&y. 

2 Cor. lii.'S.^EyVcypa/i/i^Kij • . • • ev «Xa(l kaphlku (fopitlyais^^ 

The passage in Hiebrews is a qud^tion . "Biit the other passageii 



serve to show, that sucb, a pbrasecdogy F^s fymVidJF tp Paul, and 
that -he probably 4erivfid H Aova Ab^ QlfL T«MfmiG;9it psMa^tge, 
quoted in Heb. viii. 10. 

Heb. ix. 15. ©avoroi; yeyonivQ^p eit AwfiKkrpvi^ty xify Ar^ TJ Vf^n 
iioBfixy -xapafioffefay, 

Rom. iii. 25. Am rfjs aTroXuTpwaetts • . . • cif ^y^if^y jSfs j^jucfU' 
otrvyris airov, bicL rfjy irapeaiy T&y irpoyeyoydrtay &fiapTfifidTwy» 

In these two passages the peculiar idea is expressed, that the 
efficacy of Christ's atoning blood extends back ^to past ages ; an 
idea no where else brought to view in the same manner. " 

Heb. X. ip^^ExpiTcs . . . ira/^^fifffay yis r^y eiat^oy jQy Aylaty cv 
Tf oifjiaTi 'Ifjo'ov. 

•Rom. V. -2. At' o5 r^y wp9f'o,y«iryijy €<rxfiKp,fi€ff jy nlffreijtU r^y 
Xapiy ravTiiy, 

Eph. ii. 18. A** oifitov ix^l^^v lily v^aaywyriy • . • • irppt toy 
waripja* 

wevotOritTei. 

The idea of access to God, or Trappriala, bold, free access, or 
liberty of address, is. designated iathis manaer. Q]^.ly,))y Paul .and 
in our epistle. 

Hf b. X. 28. *E^\,iy(Tiy ^rij jp^ff\ f^^rv<y}y (uroBviiaKei. 
2 Cor. xiii. 1. '£xi trrdfiaros ^iyo fiapryptay xal xfif^y crrad^trerai 
vay pfjfJia* 

^l:Tm'r.y.,l9'*ftvWo,^.rpif^v ^Qpfypff^y. ;5uch a^n exp^essipn is 
found elsewhere, only in the words of Christ, Matt, xviii. l6. 

Heb* X. 30. *EfXoi eKhUriais, eyut iLvravobtafffta. 

,3'0l^»«xii* ^9' 'EmP< ^*(blfci[iais, cyti) ai^TaTrohtaffw, 

(l^hej^imilafitycppsistsiq qupting the^ ^ame passage, and applving 
it to show that punishipentj is ^he ^wfMl prerogative of, the ueiiy, 
and that he will inflict it. ' •:• 

I 

Hjeb. X, 32,''Ad\fi(ny • • • • T^v jraOrifiartay. 

Phil. i. 30. Toy ahrpy ayuya ^oyres^ oloy e^iiere ky ifioL 
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1 Thess. ti. 2* AaXflaai • . • ro ^ayyiXtor . . • |y iroXX^ Ayww. 
The pbrase contest, m respect to afflictions, is peculiar to Paul 
aud to our epistle. 

Heb. X. 33. *Oyeiii<Tfiois re Kai dXlypetn BeaTpiS6/x€yot» 
1 Cor. iv. 9. Oearpov kyeviidijfjiev rw KOfffif, c. r. X. . . . language 
peculiar to Paul and to our epistle. 

Heb. X. 33. Koivtavol r&y ovrtas iiyaarp€<^ofiivtay yevtfiipreSf paV' 
ticipaiing, i. e. sympathising with the afflicted. 

Phil. iv. 14. l,vyKOiV(aviioavTks fiov rp 6X/i/^c, sympathising in my 
affliction. The same figurative expression stands in both passages. 

Heb. X. 38 . 'O bk ilKaios ix vlffretas Svtrerat. 
Rom. i. 17* 'O bk hlKatos e<c Tr/o-rews Sn^^eTai. 
Gal. iii. 11. "On o iUaios ck iriareias Sifaerau 
The passage is a quotation. But the application and use of it, 
appear to be exclusively Pauline. 

Heb. xii. 1. Tpkxwixev rov irpoKelfievov iifxiv kyiova. 

1 Cor. ix. 24. Ovr«ii rpix^rt tva Kara\&(irir€» 

Phil. iii. 14. Ta fikv otrlam iviKavBavdfieyos, rdis ik ifivpooBev 

The resemblance here is, that Christian efforts are, in each pas- 
sage, compared to a race ; a comparison found only in Paul and 
in our epistle. 

Heb. xiii. 18. Heiroldafjiiv yap, on KoXrlv trvyciiriaiy ^ofAtv. 
Acts xxiii. 1 . Paul says, *£yfti iraay avveibifitrei iiyaOp ireiroX/rev* 
fiai a manner of speaking found no where else. 

Heb. xiii. 20. 'O bk 0€os Tfjs cipjjviy*. 

Rom. XV. 33. 'O bk &e6s Tfjs elprivrfs. Also in Rom. xvi. 20. 1 
Cor. xiv. 33. 2 Cor. xiii. 11. Phil. iv. 9. i Thess. v. 23. * An 
expression used by no other writer of the New Testament. 

Heb. xiii. 18. TlpovevxevBe w€p\ fifiCty. 
1 Thess. v. 25. Upotrevx'^f^Be wepi fifjiSy. 

Natural as this may appear, at the elose of a letter, it is peculiar 
to Paul and to our epistle. 

TOL. I. ^ " 
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To the ioitances of phraseology thus collected, may be added 
the greeting and benediction at the close of the epistle to the 
Hebrews, which is altogether Pauline, 



II. Words which are found, among the New Testament writers, only in Paul and 
in our episUe ; or, if found elsewhere, are used in a sense different from that in 
which they are here employed. 

'Ay<tfi', in the sense of Christian effort, either in performing duties, 

or bearing trials, Heb. xii. I. 1 Tim. vi. 12. 2 Tim. iv. 7. 
'AieXfol, brethren of Christ, considered in respect to his human 

nature, Heb. ii. 12, 17. Rom. viii. 29. 
'ASojci/ios, inept, iin/£f,'Heb. vi. 8. Tit. i. 1 6. 
*Aihufs, reverence, modesty, Heb. xii. 28. 1 Tim* ii* 9. 
Aipio/jiai, to choose, Heb. xi. 25. 2 Thess. ii. 13. Phil. i. 22. 
"AxaKos, innocent, Heb. vii. 26. Rom. xvi. 18. 
'Aadiyeia, sin, sinful infirmity, Heb. v. 2. Rom. v. 6. 
^ladrfKri, will, testament, Heb. ix. l6. Gal. iii. 15. It is doubtful, 

however, whether &a0//ici} has the sense of testament, ia the 

latter passage. 
*£X9r(s vpoKCKetfiiyri, proffered Christian happiness, Heb. vi. 18. 

Col. i. 5. 
*EK\via, to be despondent, Heb. xii. 3. Gal. vi. 9. 
*Eybvyafi6(a, to give strength ; (passively) to receive strength, Heb. 

xi. 34. 2 Tim. iv. 17/ 1 Tim. i. 12. 
Karapyeiv, to annul, abolish, abrogate, Heb. ii. 14. Rom. iii. 3, 

31. vi. 6. 1 Cor. i. 28. Gal. v. 11. and elsewhere often in 

Paul's epistles. 
Kavxn/ia, glorying, rejoicing, Heb. iii. 6. Rom. iv. 2. 1 Cor. 

ix. 15. 
K\rjpov6/ios, lord, possessor, applied to Christ, Heb. i. 2. Rom. 

vm. 17. 
Aarpei/eiv (SovXei/ecv, a synonyme,) 0e^ SSyri, Heb. ix. 14. 1 Thess. 

i. 9. 
M^ (pi) (iXeirofieva, the invisible objects of the future world, Heb. 
xi. 1. 2 Cor. iv. 18. 
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'0/ju)\oyia, religiont religiaus, or Christian profusion^ Heb. iii. 
1. iv. 14. X. 23. 2 Cor. ix. la. 

"Ovoyia, majesty t or dignity ^ Heb. i. 4. Phil. ii. 9» 10. £ph. i. 
21. But although this sense of ovo/jia in Ileb. i. 4, is adopted by 
some eminent eriticsy still it is more probable that it has the 
sense of flppe/Za^toft; see Heb. i. 5 seq. 

Ov KrltTis, nothing, Heb. iv. 13. Rom. viii. 39* 

TeXetdcj, to consummate in happiness, to bestow the reward con- 
sequent on finishing a victorious course, Heb. ii. 10. vii. 28. 
X. 14. Phil. iii. 12. 

'Yiroaratrts, confidence, Heb. iii. 14. ii. 1. 2 Cor. ix. 4. xi. 17* 

'UpovtraXrjfx iicovpayios, the abode of the blessed, Heb. xii. 22 ; 
comp. 'lepovaaXiifA 6.yv, Gal. iv. 26, in the like sense. 



III. Peculiarity of gramnuUicdl conatruetum, in regard to the use of the passive 

vexh, instead of the active. 

Thus in Heb. vii. 1 1 , we find the phrase, 6 Xaos yhp kv* alrg 
vtvofxoQkrriTo, for the people under it [the Levitical priesthood] 
received the law ; where the nominative case of the person who is 
the object (not the subject) in the sentence, is joined with the pas- 
sive of the verb ; and this mode of construction is employed, 
instead of the active voice of the same verb, followed by the dative 
of the person who is the object ; e. g. yevofjtodirnTO Xaf, 

The like construction is found in Paul's acknowledged writings. 
£. g. Rom. iii. 2, 6ri [a^roi] iiriaTevOriady ra \6yia rov Geoff, they 
were intrusted with the oracles of God, instead of saying, the 
oracles of God were intrusted to them. Rom. vi. 17 — els Sy 
vapehddfrre rwroy iibaxfis, into which model of doctrine ye have 
been delivered^ instead of, which form or model of doctrine was 
delivered to you, 1 Tim. i. II, o imtnei^y iy^, with which I 
was intrusted, instead of, which was intrusted to me, o ewKnevOri 

flOi. 

This is a minuteness of grammatical construction, which a copy- 
ist of Paul would not be likely either to notice or to imitate. It 
affords, therefore, the more striking evidence, that all proceeded 
from the tame hand. 
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Fipally, Paul frequeotiy employs as adjective irf tine Bentagr 
gender, in order to designate generic quality ^ instead of 'Hsing a 
synonymons noun; e. g. to yvutnov, Eona, i. 19 ; to xpv^^rw, 
Rom. iL 4 ; to ivyaroy, Roi:i. ix. 22 ; to iLhvyaToy, Rom. rii. 3i ro 
aoQey^y I Cor. i. 25. Compare t^o after oBeToy, Heb. :?i. 17 ; to 
^ayTaSdfievov^ Heb. xii. 21 ; to Ktitkoy^ xii. 13« 



§ 84. Remarks on the comparisons made in the preceding 

secti\)ds* 

Id the first place^ without any hesitation^ I concede thus 
much to those critics, who make light of the evidence 
drawn from such a comparison as has now been made^ viz* 
that no evidence af this nature can ever afford what is 
equivalent to a dejnonstraiion of the fact^ for the support of 
which it is adduced. But then, demonstration is what 
such a case neither admits nor demands. If the writer's 
name were affixed to the epistle, it would not amount to 
proof of this kind ; for might it not have been put there by 
another person, in order to answer some designs of his 
own? Nay, unless witnesses have given us testimony^ 
who themselves saw Paul write the epistle, the proof is not 
of the highest kind that is possible ; nor even then would 
their testimony establish the fact> unless wo could be well 
assured of their credibility. By such a criterion, however^ 
the genuineness of no writing, ancient or modern, can be 
examined. It is generally enough for us, that an authorV 
name is affixed to a writing. Prima fade^ it is evidence 
that it belongs to him ; and it must be regarded as suffi-^ 
dent evidence, until it is contradicted either expressly, or 
by implication. 

Let us suppose now, that, after an author has published 
many pieces, and his style and sentiments have become 
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well known^ he pnbiishes a composition of any kind, with- 
out affixing his name to it; can there be no adequate^ no 
satirfactory evidence, that it belongs to him ? 

This is the very question before us. I grant that «tifi*- 
larity^ ci oven saTn&ness of sentiment, iq different pieces, 
does not certainly prove identity of authorship ; for the 
friends^ or imitators^ or disciples of any distinguished man, 
may imbibe the same sentiments which he inculcates^ luid 
exhibit them in similar words and phrases. I grant that 
the primitive teachers of Christianity were agreed, and 
must have been agreed, (supposing that they were under 
divine guidance,) as to the fundamental doctrines of the 
gospel. But in respect to the mode of representing them ; 
in regard to fhib style, and diction, and urgency with which 
particular views of doctrine are insisted on ; what can be 
more various and diverse than the epistles oi Paul, and 
James, and Peter, and John ? 

The reply to this^ by critics who entertain sentimentcr 
different from those Which I have espoused, is, that ' the 
writer of the epistle to the Hebrews was an intimate friend, 
cor a studious imitator of Paul ; a man of talents, who with 
vnqualifiad admiration of the apostle's sentiments, mode of 
reasoning, and even choice of words, closely imitated him 
in all these particulars. Hence the similarity between the 
writings of Paul and the epistle to the Hebrews.' 

The possibility of this cannot be denied. Designed imi- 
tation has, in a few instances^ been so successful as to 
deceivie, at least for a while, the most sharp-sighted critics. 
Witness the imitation of Shakspeare which a few years 
ago was palmed upon the English public, as the work of 
that distinguished poet himsdf. Witness also the well- 
known and long controverted fact, in respect to the pieces 
ascribed to Ossiaa, which are now known to be a forgery. 
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But after all, such attempts have very seldom been successF- 
fal, even where the most strenuous efforts have been made 
at close imitation; and these, with all the advantages 
which a modern education could afford. How few^ for 
example, of the multitudes, who have aimed at copying the 
style of Addison or Johnson, with the greatest degree of 
exactness, have succeeded even in any tolerable measure ; 
and none in such a way, that they are not easily distin- 
guished from the models which they designed to imitate. 

Just so it was, in the primitive age of the church. The 
Christian world was filled with gospels and epistles^ 
ascribed to Paul, and Peter, and other apostles and dis- 
ciples. Tet no one of these succeeded in gaining any con- 
siderable credit among the churches ; and what little viras 
ever gained by any of them, proved to be temporary^ and 
of very small influence. This was not owing to want of 
exertion; for strenuous efforts were made by writers to 
imitate the apostolic manner of writing, so as to gain credit 
for their supposititious pieces. But all of them failed. In- 
deed, nothing can be more egregious, or striking, than the 
failure. A comparison of any of the apocryphal writings 
of the New Testament, with the genuine writings of the 
same, shows a difference heaven- wide between them, which 
the most undistinguishing intellect can hardly fail to dis- 
cern. 

^ If then the writer of the epistle to the Hebrews was an 
imitator, a designed and close imitator, of the apostle Paul, 
he has succeeded, in such a way as no other writer of those 
times or any succeeding ones ever did. He has produced 
a composition, the sentiments of which in their shade, and 
colouring, and proportion, (so far as his subjects are com- 
mon with those in the acknowledged epistles of Paul,) are 
altogether Pauline. Nay, he has preserved not only the 
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order of writing which Paal adopts, but his mode of 
reasoning, his phraseology, and even his choice of peculiar 
words, or words used in a sense peculiar to the apostle. 
The imitation goes so far, it extends to so many particulars, 
important and unimportant, that, if our epistle was not 
written by Paul, it must have been an imitation of him 
which was the effect of settled design, and was accom- 
plished only by the most strenuous effort. 

Bat here, while I acknowledge the possibility of such an 
imitation, I must from thorough conviction say, that the 
probability of it does seem to be very small. With Origen, 
I must, after often repeated study of this epistle, say. The 
sentiments are wonderful, and in no way behind those of the 
acknowledged writings of the apostles : t«^ vo^/xara rrig moroA^; 
SaufMiciei Itrri, xa) 06 ituriga, r&v awo(rro\ixoov 6jxoA6youjx/vfioy 
y§aiJi,fji,&Tcov, Euseb. Hist. Ecc. vi. 25. I cannot find any 
higher intensity of mind ; any more exalted conceptions of 
the true nature of Christianity, as a spiritual religion ; any 
higher views of God and Christ, or of the Christian's pri- 
vileges and his obligations to believe in« love, and obey 
the Saviour; any more noble excitements to pursue the 
Christian course, unawed by the threats and unallured by 
the temptations of the world ; or any so awful represen- 
tations of the fearful consequences of unbelief and of de- 
fection from Christianity. The man, who wrote this epistle, 
has no marks of a plagiarist, or of an imitator, about him. 
Nothing can be more free and original than his thoughts, 
reasonings, and mode of expressing them. It is most 
evident, that they flow directly and warm from the heart. 
They are *^ thoughts that breathe, and words that bum.'' 
Where, in all the ancient world, did ever a plagiarist or an 
imitator write in this manner ? A man who could form 
such conceptions in his mind, who could reason, and ex- 
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hort in such an impressive^ and awful manner ; has he may 
need of imitating^ — even Paul himself? No ; it may be 
said of him, (what Paul on another occasion said of him^ 
self in comparison with his brethren), that ''he was not a 
whit behind the very chiefest of the apostles." 

Then bow could such a man be conceated, hi the first 
ages of the church, when the memory of those who were 
very distinguished has been preserved so distinct, an4 
with so much care and reverence, by ecclesiastical tradition ? 
Men, who can write in this manner, cannot remain coo* 
cealed any where. And the writer of such an epistle^ it 
would seem, must have acted a part not less conspicuous 
than that of the great apostle of the Gentiles hkaself. 

But antiquity, we are told, has attributed this epistie to 
distinguished men in the early church ; to Clement of ILome, 
to Luke, or to Barnabas ; each of whom is known to faa^e 
been the warm friend and admirer of Paul. 

I know this has been often alleged. But, fortunately^ 
there are extant writings of each of these persons, with 
which our epistle may be compared ; and which serve to 
show how little foundation there is for such an opinion. 
But of this more hereafter. I merely say^ at present, that 
the great body of critics, for some time past, have agreed 
in rejecting the opinion, which ascribes our epistle to either 
of the authors just mentioned. 

Who then did write it, if Paul did not? And what is to 
be gained, by endeavouring to show the possiMlity that 
some other person wrote it^ when so many circumstances 
unite in favour of the general voice of tlie primitive ages, 
that this apostle was the author ? That the church, during 
the first century after the apostolic age, ascribed it to some 
one of the apostles, is clear from the fact, that it was 
inserted among the canonical books of the churches in the 
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East and the West ; that it was comprised in the Peshito ; 
in the old Latin version ; and was Certainly admitted by 
the Alexandrine and Palestine churches. Now what 
apostle did write it, if Paul did not ? Surely neither John, 
nor Peter^ nor James, nor JTude. The difference of style is 
too striking^ between their letters and this, to admit of such 
a supposition* But what other apostle, except Paul, was 
eyer distinguished in the ancient church as a writer ? Notie ; 
and the conclusion, therefore, seems to be altogether a 
probable one, that he was the writer. Why should all 
the circumstances which speak for him, be construed as 
relating to some unknown writer? Are the sentiments 
unworthy of him t Are they opposed to what be has^ 
inculcated? Do they differ from what he has taught? 
Ndither. Why not then admit the probabiUtf thai he wa9 
the auflior ? Nay, why not admit thai the probabil^ is m 
great as the nature of the cdse (the epistle being anonym 
mous,) could be expected to afford? Why should tliere be 
any more objection to< Paul as the author of this episile, 
tlian to any othar man ? 

My own conviction, if I may be permifUed to express rfty 
id as dear in respect to thisp point, as from its rfature t 
could expect it to be. I began the exaifirinatioti of the 
subject unbiassed, if I was ei^er unbiassed in the exami- 
nation of any question ; and the etidenee before me has 
led me ta ^uch a result. 

But the argutiients, wbidi^ ave urged against the opinion 
th^t I bare now endeavoured to defend renmin^ to be 
etamtffed^ They must not be passed over in silence, nor 
any of them be kept out of sigl^, to winch importance citn 
reasonably be attached. 
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§ 25. Obfectians. 

The objections made to the opinion^ that Paul was the 
author of our epistle^ are numerous. All the hints wjiich 
ancient writers have given, by way of objection^ have been 
brought forward, of late, and urged with great zeal and 
ability. Arguments internal and external, of every: kind, 
have been insisted on. Indeed, the attack upon the 
Pauline origin of our epistle has been so warmly and 
powerfully made, by the last and present generation of 
critics on the continent of Europe, that most who are 
engiaged in the study of sacred literature, seem inclined to 
think that the contest is over, and that victory has . been 
won. So much, at least, must be conceded, viz. that those 
who admit the Pauline origin of this - epistle, must make 
more strenuous efforts than they have yet made, in order to 
defend their opinion, and to satisfy objectors. To do this, 
is indeed a most laborious, and in, many cases exceedingly 
repulsive task; for of such a nature are many of the 
objections, thrown out at random, and asserted with confi- 
dence, that an attack which cost but a few moments' effort 
on the part of the assailant, costs days and weeks of 
labour, on the part of him who makes the defence. 

The question, however, is too important to be slightly 
treated. Nor will it suffice for those who defend the 
Pauline origin of our epistle, merely to select a few speci- 
mens of argument on the part of their opponents, and, 
showing the insufficiency or inaccuracy of these, make their 
appeal to the reader's sympathies, assuring him, that the 
rest of the arguments employed by their opponents are of a 
similar nature. There are readers, (and such are the men 
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whose opinion on sabjects of this nature is most to be 
valaed^) who will not be satisfied with cursory, hasty^ half- 
performed examination; and who, when you show them 
that one or more of an opponent's arguments is onsoniid^ 
will not bdieve it to follow, of course, that all of them 
must be so. Above all, one must expect, that many 
doubters of the genuineness of our epistle, will not be 
satisfied with having only ^ne side of the question pre- 
sented. It is reasonable that they should not; and if the 
objections, which have weight in their minds, cannot be as 
satisfactorily answered, as from the nature of the case 
might be justly expected, then let them have so much 
weight as is properly due to them. 

It is but fair to warn the reader, that in entering on this 
part of our subject, his patience will be tried, by. the length 
and minuteness of the examination. Perhaps those only, 
who fully know the present state of critical effort and 
opinion with respect to the literature of our epistle, will be 
able to find an adequate apology for such particularity as 
the sequel exhibits. But such probably will feel, that the 
time has come, when objections must either be fuUy and 
fairly met, or those who defend the Pauline origin of our 
epistle must consent to givo up their opinion, if they would 
preserve the character of candour. The present leaning of 
criticism is strongly against this origin ; and it is high time 
that the subject should receive an ample discussion. 
^ Whether the question at issue has been deeply, funda- 
mentally, and patiently examined, by the principal writers 
who have given a tone, to the present voice of critics, I will 
not venture either to affirm or to deny. I shall leave it to 
the reader, when he shall have gone through witli an 
ejcaminatibn of these writers, to speak bis own feelings. 
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§ 20. O^ectiom by BerthMt eonjrid0rfid* 



Bertholdt has collected and epibodied M tbe 
made by previous writers^ which are worthy Of particiilar 
qoDsideratioD, in bis Introduction to the books of Hie Old 
and New Testament. To these he has added some^ vhieh 
apparently were originated by himself. I shall bmfly 
state his objections ; subjoining to eaqh^ as I proceed^ sqcb 
remarks as the nature of the case may seem to demapd* 

(1.) ^ It is a suspicious circumstance^ and against the 
opinion that Paul wrote the epistle to the Hebrews^ that 
he has not subscribed his name ; since be says id 2 Tbess. 
iii» 17» that it was his practice to do this in order to show 
tkat letters, purporting to be his, might ttms be cerfaialy 
known as being genuine.' 

The reply to this is obvious. After Paul ha4 written his 
first epistle to the Thessalonian church, in which he bad 
mentioned the second coming of Christ, it appears that some 
one had written another letter, counterfeiting hid name, in 
which the day of the Lord had been represented as very 
near. On this account, Paul says, in his second letter to 
the same diur(di, ^* Be not agitated by any message, or by 
any epistle as from me, in respect to the day of the Lmrd, 
as being already at hand," ii. 2. And tiien, to avoid ttie 
effects of any misrepresentation of this nature fi>r the 
future, he says at the close of the letter, iii. 17, ** This 
salutation from me, Paul, by my own hand. This is the 
proof [viz. ef the genuineness of my letter], in every epistle 
[i. e. to your church] ; so I write.'* 

Let it now be noted, that the epistles to the Thessalo- 
nians were the first, in regard to time, which Paul wrote 
to any church; at least, the first that are now extant. 
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Under circiunstances like these, when letters to the 



salonians bad beea forged in his naiae> can the assurance 
that he subscribes aU bis letters to them with his own hand, 
be taJk:en as a proof,, tl^ti in jail bis jfotore life, he Aokld 
neiver address an anonymous letter to any chnrcb, in any 
circamstances ? 

(2.) ^ No good reason can^ be given why Panl sbonld 
concesd his name. Does he not intimate, at the close of 
the letter, that he is yet in prison, but etxpects soon^to.bd 
set at liberty T Does he not ask their prayers that he may 
be speedily restored? And does be not promise them a 
visit, in company with Timothy, if bis return be speedy ? 
Why should Paul attempt to cimceal himself, when be has 
developed circumstances which evidently imply that he 
was not concealed^ and that he did not desire to be af>V 

But if this objection be of any validity, it is just as valid 
in respect to any other person^ as to the writer of Ahs 
letter. Why should any other water attempt to conceal 
himself, when most clearly the tenor of the letter impliefr, 
that he must be known to those whom he immediately 
addresses? If there be any incongruity here, it applies 
just as much to any other writer, as to Paul- 

But is there no good reason imagmable, why Paul 
should have withheld his name 1 If he designed the epistto 
to be a circular among the Jews generallyi (which from the 
nature of the diseussion, comprising topics so interesting to 
them all, I am altogether inclined to believe was the case,) 
then might he not, as a measure of prudence, omit prefix-^ 
ing or subscribing his name directly, lest the prejudices of 
those Christians who were zealots for the law might be 
excited, on the^r^i inspection of his epistle? Ultimately t^ 
ba might be, and must be known, if the letter was traced 
back to the church to whom it was first sent, and Uie 
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inquiries made respecting it, which the circamstances 
mentioned at the dose of it woald natarally suggest. To 
this the writer would probably feel no objection ; trustii^ 
that the arguments suggested in it might disarm prejudiced 
readers^ before they came to the certain knowledge of the 
author. Is it an unknown, unheard-of case, (hat m&k 
should wYite lettiers, anonymously at first, but afterwards 
avow them ? Or that they should write letters ■ anonymous, 
but so circumstanced, and designedly so circuijiBtanced, 
that inquiry might ultimately lead to a knowledge of the 
author? 

Granting, however, that neither the reason of Clement of 
Alexandria, nor of Easebius, nor of Jerome, nor the reason 
now given, for the apostle's withholding his name, is satis- 
factory ; still is there no possibility that an adequate reason 
may have existed, for the letter being sent without the sub- 
scription of the writer's name, of which reason we are 
ignorant ? Let it be whoever it may, that wrote the tetter, 
does not the same difficulty, in every case, attend the 
explanation of its being anonymotis? I can* see no differ- 
ence; unless we assume the position, that the writer meant 
it should be attributed to an apostle, and therefore con- 
cealed his own name. Such a writejr, we cannot with any 
probability suppose the author of oi!(r epistle to have been. 
All — all is sincerity, fervent benevolence, ingenuous and 
open-hearted dealing, throughout Uie whole. 

Besides, is the case in hand one that has no parallel? 
Certainly not. The first epistle of John is altogether 
destitute of the author's name, or of any internal marks 
that will lead us to know* him, except what are contained 
in the style itself. Why should it be more wonderful/ that 
Paul should write an anonymous letter, than that John 
should do it? 
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(3.) 'The Jews of Palestine had a great antipathy to 
Paul, and always persecuted him, when he came among 
them. . How can it be supposed, that he should have ad- 
dres3edto thema.letter, with the expectation tHat it would 
be xead and regarded by them V 

That some of the zealots for the law, in Judea, were 
strongly opposed to Paul, is sufficiently evident from the 
history of his visits to Jerusalem. But, that the apostles 
and teachers there were his warm and decided friends, is 
equally evident, from the same source. Moreover, that there 
were private Christians there, who cherished a very friendly 
feeling toward him, is evident from Acts xxi. 17, where, on 
his last visit there, the brethren (oi SSiXfoi) are said to have . 
received him gladly. The persecution, which ensued at 
this time, was first excited, ^as the historian expressly 
states, by Jews from Asia Minor, xxi. 27* But it is un- 
necessary to dwell on this. At Ptolemais, xxi. 7, and at 
Cesarea^ xxi. 8 seq.> he had warm friends ; and at the latter ' 
place, he abode two whole years as a prisoner, before his 
removal to Rome, Were there no friends of his, then, in 
Palestine,, ^mong whom he could hope to find a listenmg 
ear ? no Christians, on whom he could hope that his 
arguments would make an impression ?. And after all, did 
he ever cease to speak to the Jews, to admonish them, to 
dispute with them, in order to vindicate the religion which 
he had embraced, because they were prejudiced against 
him ? How unlike himself, then, does the objection which 
we are considering represent Paul to be! He did not 
confer withjlesh and blood; he believed that the armour in 
which he was clad, was *[ mighty, through God, to the 
pulling down of strong holds/' 

(4.) * But there is internal evidence, from the style of 
the epistle to the Hebrews, and from circumstances men- 
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tioneil in it, which render it impossible to believe that Paul 
was the author of it.' 

Tbis objection la a very aDcient one. It was felt, as we 
have seen, by Clement of Alexandria ; deeper still, by 
Origen ; and adverted to by Eusebius, and other fathers of 
the church. It would seem, that there must be some real 
fomidation for an objection, so long, so often, and con- 
fidently urged. Late critics have attributed an irresistible 
power to it. Eichhorn and liertholdt maintain, that it lies 
so upon the very fdce of the whole epistle, that every 
reader must be impressed with it. So strong, indeed, arc 
their impressions with respect to it, that they seem to 
require no other argument, in order to satisfy them that 
Paul could not have written the epistle to the Hebrews. 

That there are cases, wbcre the general character of the 
style of one piece, is so plainly different from another, as to 
leave no doubt on the mind of a discerning reader that 
both did not, nay even could not, come from the same pen, 
certainly cannot be called in question. Who could ever 
attribute the epistles of John, to Paul, or to Peter, or to 
James T But, that there are other cases, where the character- 
istic marks are not so discernible, and about which there 
may be a great difference of feeling in respect to the style, 
is well known. For example ; the book of Deuteronomy is 
ascribed by one set of critics, of high acquisitions and 
refined taste, of great acutcness and discriminating judg- 
ment, to Moses as the author, because it betrays every 
where, as they think, the most indubitable marks of his 
style and spirit. Another class of critics, equally eminent 
for literary acquisition and discrimination, confidently draw 
the conclusion, that Moses could not have been the author, 
from the feeling which they have, on reading it, that it is 
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composed in a manner totally diverse from the sfrfle and 
spirit of Moses. 

Just such is the case^ in re|;ard to the speech of Eliha in 
the book of Job. One party reject it a^ spuribas^ because 
their critical taste leads them to do so ; and another hold 
it to be genuine, for the like reason* 

Isaiah, too, has met with the same fate. The last 26 
chapters are now familiarly called Pseudo-Isaiah, by one 
party of critics; while. anoAer strive to vindicate the wh<^ 
book as genuine. 

Each party is equally confident, and equally satisied of 
the validity of their arguments. But what is the humble 
inquirer to do, in the midst of all these contests of taste 
and of opinion ? How can he trust bis feelings to decide, 
with confidence, in a case where the most acute and dis^ 
tinguishing critics differ, m respect to the judgment, that a 
critical tact should give ? He cannot do it with safety. 
In what way, then, shall one who examines for himself, b® 
able to arrive at any satisfactory conclusion ? My answer 
in all such cases would be, make the actual compa- 
rison; collate sentiment with sentiment, phrase with 
phrase, words with words. This is the kind of proof that 
is palpable, and is not left to the uncertain tenor of feeling, 
excited by mere insulated perusal; a feeling, which in 
cases where the composition read is in vt foreign language, 
must be a very uncertain ^ide ; and which even in our 
own vernacular language, not unfrequently misleads us. 

Origen, as he avers, found, in the epistle to the Hebrews, 
the thoughts of Paul ; but the words, be thinks, are better 
Greek (Ixxijyixeorf^oe) than the apostle wrote. He therefore 
resorts to the supposition, that a translator had given to it 
its present Greek costume, who had received the sentiments 
from the mouth of Paul. But ISchborn does n<rt Iknit the 
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difference, between the style of this epistle ^nd thoise of 
Paul, to the quaKty of the Greek. *' The manner of it,** 
says he, ^' is more tranquil and logical, than that in which 
Paul with his strong feelings could write. Every thing is 
arranged in the most exact order. The expression is well 
rounded, choice, and very clear in the representation which 
it makes. Paul is altogether different ; he is nnperiodical, 
involved, obscure, writes poor Greeks is given to rhapsody 
and aphorism,'" Einl. § 260. Bertholdt has repeated the 
same sentiment, in almost the same words, in his Intro- 
duction to this epistle^ § 646. 

If I might be allowed to express my own feelings, after 
having for many years annually devoted myself to the 
explanation of this epistle, translated it with all the care 
which I could bestow upon it, and minutely weighed every 
expression and word in it, I should say, that nothitig could' 
be more unfortunately chosen, than the epithet, ** rnhig,'' 
equable, tranquil, void of excitement, which these distin- 
guished critics have applied to its style. I appeal to every 
man's feelings who reads it, and ask. Are there, in the 
whole book of God, any warnings so awful as here, and 
expressed with such mighty energy ? Are there any threats 
of punishment for unbelief, so tremendous and impassioned 
as those in this epistle ? 

Then, as to ^ every thing being arranged in such exact 
order,' as they aver, ' conclusion following conclusion^ all 
in the manner of a good rhetorician ;' the instances above 
produced, and which might easily be increased, of enthy- 
memes, and suspended construction, exactly in the manner 
of Paul, may help to judge of this. Moreover, let any one 
make the attempt to translate this epistle into his own 
vernacular language, and he will then see whether all is so 
well rounded and perspicuous, as these critics represent it 
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to be. I find ellipsis as freqaent here^ as in Panl's ac- 
knowledged writings. Any good translation^ that exhibits 
the supply of these ellipses^ and marks them by the common 
mode in which they are printed^ demonstrates this to the 
eye. Hebraism I find here^ as well and as often as in PauK 
In short, I cannot but feel, in reading the epistle to the 
Hebrews, that the writer has reached the very summit o£ 
elotjuence, and energy, and vivid representation, in many 
passages of his composition ; and I am constrained to 
make a similar acknowledgment, in respect to many 
passages of the known epistles of Paul. I cannot perceive 
any striking diversity in regard to these characteristics. 

To what cause, now« can it be attributed, that feelings 
so very different, in respect to the character of the style, 
should arise in the minds of men, when they read-the epistle 
in question ? Two reasons for this, I apprehend, may be 
given. The first and principal one is, that the main topics 
of this epistle are so diverse from those generally treated 
of in the acknowledged epistles of Paul, that they required, 
of course and from necessity, a variety of words, phrases, 
and ideas, that either are not common, or are not at all to 
be found in his other epistles. This I regard as chiefly 
the ground of the judgment, which has so often been passed 
in respect to dissimilarity of style. The other is, that one 
comes to the reading of this epistle, with his feelings im- 
pressed by the circumstance, that there is a want of direct 
evidence about the author ; and consequently so tuned, as 
to be strongly agitated by any thing, which may seem to 
increase or diminish the probability that Paul was the 
author of it. That the doctrinal views, contained in thi& 
epistle, have made many willing to get rid of its canonical 
authority, if it could be done, is not by any means impro- 
bable. After all, however, in a question where there is 
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EDch a difference of sentiment in regard to style, among' 
those wlio are capable of judging, the appeal must be made, 
and can be made, only to actual comparison. Sach an 
appeal I have endeavoured to make. To array mexe feeling 
ox apprehension, arising from the perusal of the epistle, 
against actual comparison, can never be to judge by making 
ase of the best means of judging. Origen's authority, in 
this case, cannot go far with any one who chooses to 
examine and decide for himself. Origen, with all his talents 
and learning, was far enough from being a Cicero or a 
Qoinctilian, in respect to taste and nice discemmeot of 
differences of style. He makes assertions equally con- 
fident, In other cases, that will not bear the test of exami- 
nation ; and assertions too, that have respect to the Greek 
language, his mother tongue. For example, he says that 
the want of the article before flaoc, in John i. 1, proves that 
the writer cannot have meant to designate the supreme God 
by this word. Now whether the supreme God be meant, 
or not, can never be determined by such a rule ; for it is 
usual, in the Greek language, that the predicate of a pro- 
position should be without the article, while the subject 
commonly has it. Moreover, in the very same chapter, 
ill; stands without the article, in more than one instance, 
incontrovertibly, for the supreme God; e.g. in vs. 6.12, 
13. 18. Whether Origen's opinion, then, about the style 
of the epistle to the Hebrews, is well founded or not, ia a 
proper subject of examination. The result of comparison 
has shown, that in respect to sentiment, phraseology, and 
diction, the epistle is tilled with the peculiarities of Paul. 
I doubt whether any one of Paul's acknowledged epistles, 
compared with the others, will supply more, or more exact 
resemblances. 
I know, indeed, that no critic can be argued oat of 
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feelings of this s6rt in respect to style. But be may reason- 
ably be called upon to-state. the grouud of those feelings ; 
specially so^ when ho asserts, with a confidence which is 
intended to^influence others, that the style of the epistle to 
the Hebrews cannot be Paul's. 

(5.) But Bertholdt has made the appeal to fact. He 
has produced words and expressions which, he says, ^ are 
not Pauline, and which serve satisfactorily to show, that 
Paul could not have written tiie epistle to Uie Hebrews/ 
I proceed to examine them. 

(a.) *In Hebrews xiii, 7. 17. 24, the word ^yowfwvo* is 
used for teachers; Paul every where employs the word 
SiSao-xaXoi for this purpose,' p. 2937. 

The allegation, that Paul every where uses the word 
Moia-xuXm to designate tecLchers, is far from being correct. 
He uses, besides this, the words 9rg8<r/3urs^a^, 1 Tim. v. 1. 
17. 19. Tit. i. 5; l^/o-xcwroj. Acts xx. 28. Phil. i. 1. 
1 Tim. iii. 2. Tit. i. 7; woi/x^v, Eph. iv. 11. Very natural 
for Paul, it must baVe been, to apply a variety of appdla- 
tions to Christian ministers, which would correspond with 
those applied to religious teachers in the Jewish synagogues. 
These were 0^*19, pastor, leader ^ guide, prefect; ^H^, 
leader, guide ; t33, ruler, .prefect ; and ^^, guide, director. 
What could be more natural, then, than for Paul, when 
writing to Hebrews, to call the teachers in their churches 
^youfievoi^ which corresponds quite well with all of the 
above appellations, that they ha(} been accustomed to give 
to their religious teachers ? Besides, the argument of 
Bertholdt, if admitted, would prove too much. The same 
mode of reasoning must lead us to conclude, that those 
ej^stles, in which Christian teachers are called Ivla-xoxoi, 
cannot be reckoned as Paul's, because $i$<x<rxaAoi is not 
used instead of nr/d-xo^roi. The same o^ybe $aid, iiifei^ect 
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to tbe use of the words Toift&e^ and irgwfi&rtpoi. The con-; 
sequence would be, Uiat several of Paul's now acknowledged 
epistles could not be ascribed to him. But who, that 
knows the variety of appellations employed to designate 
teachers in the Jewish synagogues, can attribute any critical 
weight to the fact, that such a variety of Greek terms is 
used, corresponding with the Hebrew appellations^ that 
were familiar to those whom our author addressed? And 
of all these Greek names of pastors, certainly, none better 
corresponds with tbe Hebrew ones, than the word i^yotz/xfyoi, 
employed in our epistle. 

It may be added, too, that Paul employed a term here, 
not at all unique; for the same appellation is given to 
teachers, in Luke xxii. 26. Acts xiv, 12. xv. 22. 

(b) ^In the epistle to the Hebrews, xarixsiv /3e/3a/ay is 
used for holding fast, Heb. iii. 6. 14 ; and xarep^eiy axAiv^, 
in Heb. x. 23; while Paul uses only xaTsx^iv simply, 1 Cor. 
xi. 2. XV. 2. 1 Thess. v. 21/ 

On examination, I find the verb xarexeo, in the sense of 
holding fast, carefully retaining^ to be exclusively Pauline. 
This word, then, affords an argument, to establish a con- 
clusion, the reverse of that for which it is adduced by 
Bertholdt. The addition of fiefialav or axXivij is evidently 
for the purpose merely o( intensity ; just as we may join an 
adverb to a verb for this purpose, or we may refrain from 
the use of it, and still employ the same verb simply in the 
same sense. What could be more natural, now, than for 
the writer of the epistle to the Hebrews to employ words 
of intensity, while in the state of strongly excited feeling 
in which he wrote ? 

(c) ' In the epistle to the Hebrews, we find tU ^i hiivixi$, 
vii. 3, and eU to TavrcXs^, vii. 25, used to designate the idea 
of /or ever ; while Paul always uses tU robs almas/ 
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Oar author also employs aldov, in the epistle to the 
Hebrews^ no less than nine times in the like way ; viz. i. 8. 
V. 6. vi. 20. vii. 17. 21. 24. 28. xiii. 8. 21. Is it a 
matter of wonder^ then, that he should sometimes employ 
other words for the same purpose, which were synonymous ; 
specially, if those words belonged both to common and to 
Hebrew Greek ? Such is the fact, in respect to both the 
words in question. Aitjvexig is used by iElian, Var. Hist. i. 
19; by Appian, Bell. Civ. i. p. 682; Heliod. Ethiop. i. p. 
25. Lucian, V. H. i. 19 ; by Symmachus, translator of 
the Hebrew Scriptures into Greek, Ps. xlviii. 15. ilfltwfXlj 
is used by jSllian, vii. 2. xii. 20; by Josephus, Antiq. vi. 
2, 3 ; and by Luke, xiii. 11. 

But whether the sense of the word/9r^vreXe^, in Heb. vii. 
25> is for ever, may be doubted. Its etymology would 
lead to the sense otprarsus, omnino, i. e. entirely, altogether, 
thoroughly ; and so many critics have construed it. Such 
is clearly the meaning of vaneXmg, e. g. Jos. Antiq. iv. 6. 5. 
2 Mace. iii. 12. 31. vii. 40 ; and so Bretschneider construes 
tls TO TravTBXes, in Heb. vii. 25, in his recent Lexicon. 

But supposing it does mean /or ever, in the case before 
us, can the argument, derived from the employment of 
such synonymes with tU rotr^ alma$, as belong to common 
and to Hebrew Greek, be of any validity to show that 
Paul could not have written our epistle? 

(d) ^Ai&veg, in the sense of universe, is used only in the 
epistle to the Hebrews, i. 2. xi. 3. Paul employs other 
terms to designate the same idea, such as rot tuvta, &c.' 

Paul> in the phrase rep fioKrtXfiroov almoov, 1 Tim. i.' 17, has 
employed the word in the same sense as it is used in the 
epistle to the Hebrews; and as the use of the word aldv, 
in such a sense, is limited to Paul and to our epistle, so far 
as the New Testament is concemedi it would seem to 



234 § 26. OfiJEGTIONS BY BBRTHOLDT. 

prove the reverse of what Bertholdt has adduced it to 
establish. 

(e) ' The word vla-ns is always used by Pnul, in the 
restricted sense of icltm^ zU *h^ow Xpi^riv ; in the epistle to 
the Hebrews^ it is employed in a mach wider latitude/ 

So Bertholdty p. 2939 ; and to the same purpose, Eichhom 
Einleit. p. 462. This objection has been repeated, greatly 
magnified, and dwelt upon, by Schulz, Brief an die Hehraer. 
p. 112 seq.; and by Seyffarth, de Epist. ad Heb. indole^ 
§ 33. These latter writers represent nciimgy when used by 
Paul> as always having reference to Christ or the Christian 
religion as such; whereas iricrri^, in our epistle, relates, 
they aver, only to God or to things future, and means a 
firm coiifidence in the declarations of God respecting them ; 
a sense in which, as they think, Paul never employs the 
word. 

I have united the objections and views of these writers 
under one head, in order to save the repetition of this 
subject. It deserves an attentive consideration. . 

There can be no doubt, that Paul, in a multitude of 
cases, employs iciaTt^ to designate belief in Christ as our 
Saviour and Redeemer. He often employs it to designate 
that state of mind, which trusts in his propitiatory sacrifice 
or blood as the means of salvation, in opposition to any 
trust or confidence in our own merit as the ground of 
acceptance. But to aver, that the author of our epistle 
does not disclose irimilar views in regard to the nature and 
importance of faith or belief in Christ, seems to be quite 
contrary to the whole tenor of the epistle. What is the 
object of the whole? Plainly to prevent apostacy, i. e. 
renunciation of belief in Christ. But why is such a renun- 
ciation criminal and dangerous? Because Christ is of 
infinite dignity, and becaitse^ when bdief in his blood is 
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renounced^ '^ there remaineth no further sacrifioe for sioi'' 
To what purpose is the awful example of the effects of 
unbelief, proposed in chapter iii., except to warn the 
Hebrews against renouncing belief in Christ? To what 
purpose are the parallels drawn, in chapters iii — x., 
between Christ ^nd Moses ; Christ and Melchisedek ; and 
also between the great High Priest of the Christian religion, 
and the Jewish priests; between the sacrifice offered by 
the former, and the sacrifices made by the latter, bnt for the 
sake of warning the Hebrews against renouncing their 
faith in Christ ? Plainly for no other purpose* All the 
warnings, reproofs, and tremendous denunciations in the 
epistle, converge to the same point ; they all have a bearing 
upon the same specific object. 

In respect to the allegation, that faith^ in our epistle, is 
employed to denote belief or confidence in the declarations 
of God, specially with regard to the objects of a future 
:World ; this is true. But it is true, also, that Paul, in his 
acknowledged epistles, employs it in a similar manner. 
'£• g. in Rom. iv. 17 — 23, Paul represents Abraham, under 
the most unpromising circumstances, as believing that God 
would raise up from him, already veycxpcojuivoy, a numerous 
progeny. lf:h\s belief he represents as an act of faith, 

hcttrreva-e — jx^ ao-Jijv^craj tJ w/orei — ou hixpltvi rp eariTrlat — vAijpo- 
^Y^ieis — eXoy/o-flij raJ 'A^petotfi, [4 ir/tmj] tUs hjuuoa-ifyiVm On the 

other hand, our epistle, xi. 8 seq., represents Abraham as 
going out from his country, and sojourning in a strange 
land, vlc-Tu. By faith, also he obtained a son, even when 
he was vevsxpooiJi,iyos, xi. 12, from whom a numerous progeny 
was to spring. Both these accounts characterise this 
^hole transaction in the same way. Both describe the 
tsame acts as being faith, on the part of Abraham. Both 
describe his physical $tate, by ciJling him vmKpwjj^hov. 
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!6oth treat the whole traDsaction as a rare instance of the 
power of faith, and appeal to it as an example most worthy 
of imitatioti. Sorely here is something different from di^ 
trtpancy of views in these writers. Is there not a coinci- 
dence^ Which is altogether striking, both in the manner and 
language of the epistles ? 

But there are other circumstances, in the account of 
Abraham, which deserve distinct notice. Panl^ in Eotn. 
iv. 17 seq., represents Abraham as believing the divine 
assurance^ that he should become the father of itiany 
nations ; the assurance of that God, ' who restoreth the 
dead to life, and calleth things that are not, into being.' 
In this expression, the apostle evidently refers to the 
belief which Abraham entertainer), that, in case he offered 
up Isaac as a sacrifice, God could and would raise him 
from the dead, or call another son into being, from whom a 
numerous progeny should descend. 

So in Heb. xi. 17 seq., the writer represents Abraham as 
offering up Isaac, in faith that God was able to raise him 
fVom the dead, from whence, as it were, he did obtain him, 
i. e. Isaac sprung from one apparently vev€itp»fiho$, v. 13. 
In both cases the writers have characterised the state of 
Abraham's mind, on this occasion, by representing it as 
faith, 6ithTEV(re, ^ftrrsi. In both, they disclose the same 
specific views of the point on which the faith of Abraham 
rested, and they characterise it in the same way. 

Is not here a minute coincidence of thought, expression, 
and manner of representing faith, which creates strong 
presumption in favour of the opinion, that the writer in 
both cases was the same person ? 

Again, in Heb. xi., Noah is represented as being 
divinely admonished respecting future occurrences, and as 
preparing nn atfc for his safety, in consequence of his fnith 
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in the admonition which be bad received. The writer tbep 
proceeds to say^ that by this act, he became an heir t^ 
HMT^ wl^Tiv 8ix0(fO(ruvi)^^ of that justification which is by faith; 
the very expression, and the very idea, which Paul so 
often repeats in bis acknowledged epistles, viz. those to 
the Romans and Galatians. What other writer of the 
New Testament, except Paul, has employed such an 
expression ? 

It is trne, indeed, that the author of our epistle does 
represent faith, in Heb. xi., as confidence in the declara- 
tions of God respecting future things. But it is equally 
true, that this was the view of it which be was naturally 
led to presentj from the circumstances of the case before 
Idm* His appeal was to the worthies of former day S| as 
examples of belief Belief in what ? Not in Christianity 
surely, which had not then been revealed. Could the 
writer, when characterising the actual nature of their/at^A, 
represent it as a belief in that which was not yet disclosed to 
them ? Surely not ; but he must represent, and does repre- 
sent it, as a belief in what God had disclosed to them. Tb^ 
pature of the case rendered it impossible, that their £^itb 
should be represented in any other light than this. 

Just so Paul, in Rom. iv., represents the faith of 
Abraham as justifying faith, and appeals to it in proof of 
the fact, that faith is a means of justification. Yet not a 
word is said there of Abraham's belief in Christ. In what 
respect does this case differ from that of all the examples 
cited in Heb. xi ? Rather, is there not a sameness ofprin^ 
dple in the two instances of faith ? Both respect future 
things depending on the promise of God ; neither have ^y 
special reference to Christ. 

The truth is, that faith, in its generic nature, is belief or 
confidence in the promises or revelations of God. Npw 
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whether these respect things futare, things of another 
worlds or things past^ or the nature, character, offices, aqd 
work of the Messiah, faith receives them all. Faith, there- 
fore, in the ancients, who gave entire credit to what was 
revealed to them, was the same principle as faith in him 
who believes in Christ, because Christ is proposed to him. 
Circumstances only make any apparent difference in the 
case. The disposition is always the same. 

That Paul thought thus of this subject, is clear enough 
from the example of Abraham, which he cites as a signal 
instance of justifying faith, in Rom. iv. But besides this, 
we have other proof that Paul has not always represented 
faith as having reference only to Christ, but also repre- 
sented it, as it commonly appears in our. epistle. So 
2 Cor. V. 7, We walk by faith and not by sight, i. e. we live 
as those who confide or believe in the realities of a fature 
world, not like those who regard only visible objects. So 
too, in 1 Cor. xiii. 13. In 1 Thess. i. 8, we have 1i xidrij^ 
viMov ^ irphs Tov Beov; 1 Cor. xii. 9, vi<rrt$ Iv rep auTcp TVfu/Meri. 
So in 1 Cor. xiii. 2. 2 Cor. iv. 13. Eph. vi. 16. 1 Thess. 
V. 8, and in many other passages, faith has a variety of 
meanings, and is not limited to belief in Christ only. 

I am unable to see, therefore, why this argument should 
be so strenuously urged, as it is by Schulz and others, and 
relied upon as so decisive. I can see no other difference 
between the faith of our epistle, and that which the writings 
of Paul present, than what the nature of the examples to 
which .bur author appealed necessarily requires. When 
Paul makes a like appeal, he treats the subject in the same 
way, Rom. iv. And nothing can be farther from correct* 
ness, than to aver that Paul always employs vla^Tts in the 
sense of Christianity, believing on Christ. Merely opening 
a Greek lexicon or concordance, on the word wt<^r^i, is 
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ample refutation of this assertion. Panl employs the word^ 
in all the latitude which is elsewhere given it in the New 
Testament ; and that embraces a great variety of specific 
significations, nearly all of which range themselves under 
the general idea of confidence in the divine declarations. 

That it is the great object of our epistle to inculcate 
belief in Christ, and to warn the Hebrews against unbelief; 
I suppose will not h^ denied. What foundation, then, can 
Schulz have for saying, that '' the Pauline idea of belief is 
altogether foreign to this writer?'' Above all, how could 
he add, '' A sentence, like the Pauline onef, S ovk Ix t/otico^, 
fltftftpriakriV would sound strange enough in the epistle to 
the Hebrews." Yet strange as it may seem, in Heb. xi. 6. 
we have, ;^eo^i^ ^i 'jrlcrtco^ itiwarov wuptfrnia'M [6e^]. 

On. the whole, the representation of faith; in our epistle, 
as it respects the case of Abraham and No^> is not only 
exactly the same as that of Paul's, but, in the mode of 
representation, are found such strong resemblances, as to 
afford no • inconsiderable ground for supposing ' that the 
vnriter of both must have been the same person. 

(f) .* SagMxos, in the sense of transient, temporary, is 
used only in the epistle to the Hebrews.' 

But, first, this is a disputed reading. Not to rely on this, 
however, (r^cgxi xo^ in the sense of weak, imperfect, is common 
in Paul;. a sense substantially the same with the one de- 
manded here. Bretschneider renders it, in Heb. vii. 16/ 
ad naturam animalem spectans ; which is a' tisual sense, but 
. not admissible here, on account of the antithesis, {co^^ axaroc'' 
Xutov. Let it be, then, an ava^ Xtyofiivov as to sense here ; 
are there not such in nearly all of Paul's epistles ? £. g. 
h^wcrU, ICor. xi. 10, in the sense of veil; in 1 Cor;ix. 12; 
in *the. sense x)f property ; and so of many other words. 

(g) 'The phrase oixoufUyi) >eAAou<ra Heb. ii. 5^ for the 
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ChrUtian dispensation, is no where foaiid in Paul's ac- 
knowledged epistles, in which be always employs am 

Eat are not oixoujxevij and amv employed as synonymes in 
the New Testament ? Both correspond to the Heb« D^- 
Besides^ in Heb. vi« 5^ this very phrase^ amy [MWrnv, is em- 
ployed by the writer in the sense of Christian dispensation. 
Must the same writer always employ .the very same phra- 
seology, when he has a choice of synonymous words f 

Besides, it is not true that Paul uses the phrase aUh 
fteXXofv for the Christian dispensation. Once only does be 
employ it, Eph. i. 21, and then simply in the sense of future 
world. 

(h) ^ But where is Christ called a High Priest and mi 
Apostle, except in Heb. iii. 1 ? It cannot be imagined, that 
the reverence which the apostles bore to their master, would 
permit them to call him an apostle,' 

As to the appellation iipxiepev$, nothing could be more 
natural, than for the writer of the epistle to the Hebrews to 
apply this to Christ. He labours to prove, that Chris- 
tianity has a preference over Judaism in all respects ; that, 
consequently, it has a High-priest exalted above the Jewish 
one. How could the writer avoid calling Christ a High 
Priest? If Paul has no where done this in his acknow- 

■ 

ledged epistles, it may be for the obvious reason, that he 
has no where drawn such a comparison in them. 

In respect to ctwi<rroXog, Wetstein has shown, on John ix. 
7, that one of the names which the Jews applied to their 
expected Messiah, was TVh^^ ^* ^' ^^^^» o^postle. Besides, a 
common name of a prefect of the Jewish synagogue, was 
*n2l!^n TXht^f iwooToXog rris iKKXyjalag; in the Apocalypse, 
SyytKog TyiiixxXna-las. Now the object of the writer, in Heb. 
iii. 1 seq. is^ to compare Christ as appointed over the 
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hoas6hoId of 6od» Vfiih Moses in a similar office. Since 
then Hvltf meant curator ^edis sacr€B, adituus, and sach an 
office was ttie very object of comparison, nothing can be 
more natural, than that oar author should have named 
Christ n^« i. e. av^roXo^. See Comm. on Heb. iii. 1. 

And why should it be considered as incompatible ¥rith 
that reverence which Paul had for Christ, that be should 
call him ^oVroXo^? 'The same Paul, in Rom. slv. 8, calls 
Jesus Christ hixovov t^^ Ts^irojx^;. Is hix^vos a more honor* 
able appellation than &ir^o\os ? Or because Paul calls 
Christ hAtiovo$, in this case, are we to draw the inference, 
that he did not write the epistle to the Romans, since this 
word is no where else applied by him in this manner? 
Such a conclusion would be of the same nature, and of the 
same validity, as that which Bertholdt has drawn, from the 
use of iirArrokos and kfyiifw^, in the epistle to the Hebrews^ 

Thus much for words and phrases. Bertholdt next 
brin^ forward sentiments in the epistle to the Hebrews, 
which are diverse, he says, from Paul's, if not in oppositioa 
to them. 

(1.) 'In Heb. x. 25 seq., the speedy coming of Christ is 
mentioned ; and so it is often by Paul. But in the ^istle 
to the Hebrews, it is evidently a moral coming, a moral 
change; whereas Paul every where speaks of It as «ii 
(octtud, visible coming of Christ.' 

This difficulty depends entirely upon the writer's exe- 
gesis. Whatever the nature of the coming of Christ may 
be, I venture to say, it is palpably represented in the same 
manner, in the epistle to the Hebrews and in die epistles of 
Paul. Indeed, so far has the representation, in the epistle 
to the Hebrews, appeared to be from being plainly a mond 
one, that sonie of the most ^tstioguished coaunentatom 
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have anderstood it^ as having respect to the natureU changes 
that are to take place^ when Christ shall come at the end 
of the world. So Storr; and. others^ also, before and aft^ 
him. Paul surely has little or nothing, which more cer- 
tainly designates, the actual, visible coming of Christ, than 
this epistle. Comp. 1 Cor. iv. 5, 6. Phil. i. 10. iv. 6. 
1 Thess. iii. 13. v. 1—6. v. 28. 1 Tim. vi. la— 16. Tit. ii. 
, 11 — 13. Compare, also, with these representations, 2 Thess. 
ii. 1 — 10, where Paul explains his views :in respect to the 
coming of Christ. Indeed, so much alike is the represeti- 
tation of this subject, in the epistle to the Hebrews and in 
Paul's epistles, that many critics have, used this very .cir- 
cumstance as a proof, that the author of both must have 
been the same person ; an argument not valid, howeveri 
because the same representation is common to other writers 
of the New Testament. Still, the mention of this serves 
to show, that the exegesis of Bertholdt, in this case,, is not 
to be relied on with such confidence as he places in it. 
, (2.) 'According to the epistle to the Hebrews,. the pro- 
pitiatory office of Christ continues for ever in the heavenly 
world, vii. 24 seq. ; whereas Paul, on the contrary, con- 
siders the atonement for men as already completed, by the 
death and resurrection of Jesus, Rom« iv. 25.' • 
. This argument is surely not well chosen. The author of 
the epistle to the Hebrews says, in so many words, that the 
High Priest of Christianity had no daily necessity, like the 
Jewish priests, to make offerings first for his own trans- 
gressions and then for those of the people ; '' for this he 
did once for all, when he made an offering of himself, vii. 
27" And again; ''Nor had he need often to repeat the 
sacrifice of himself, (as the high priest yearly enters into 
die holy place with blood not his own) ; for then he ma3t 
have suffered often since the foundation of ttie world ; but 
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nowi in (bis last age^ be bas appeared, onoe for all, to put 
away sin by tbe sacrifice of bimself. And as all men die, 
once for all, aiid tben go to tbe judgment ; so Cbrist was 
offered up, once for all, to take away tbe sini^ of many ; and 
wbea be shall make bis second appearance, it will not be to 
atone for sin, but to bestow salvation on tbose wbo look 
for him," ix. 25 — ^28. How can words make it more cer- 
tain, that the author of tbe epistle to tbe Hebrews con- 
sidered the propitiation or atonement as entirely completed, 
by the death of Cbrist 7 

It is true, indeed, that the same author also represents 
Chrisit as forever living, and exercising the duties of his 
office as an intercessor (or helper) for tbe saints, before 
God ; ''He, because be coiitinueth for ever, hath an un- 
changeable priesthood ; whence he is able to save to the 
uttermost those who come unto God through him, since he 
ever lives to intercede for (fyrvT^ayctv to help) them," vii. 24, 
25. With which agrees another representation, in ix. 24; 
** Christ has entered into heaven itself, henceforth to appear 
before God for us." 

But are these sentiments foreign to Paul, as Bertfaoldt 
.^ll^es ? *^ Whp shall accuse the elect of God ? — God 
i^qqvits them' Who shall pass sente^e of condemnation 
upon them ? Christ, who died for them ? Bather, who is 
risen again, who is at tbe right hand of God, and who inter- 
cedes for (§yruyx^yr< he^s ) them,'' Rom» viii. 33. 

Here is not only tbe yery same idea, as in the epistle to 
the Hebrews, but even the very same term {lyrvyx^vm) is 
used in both. Instead thep of affording any evidence 
against the opinion, that Paul wrote the epistle to the 
.Hebrews, the point in question affords evidence in favour 
of it. Paul, and Paul only, of all the apostoUc authors, 
bas presented tbe idea of tbe intercession of Christ in ttie 
VOL. I. 2g 
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heavenly *world. To say the least, the \yh61e mode of 
representing this subject is Pauline. The only difference 
between the epistle to the Romans and the epistle to the 
Hebrews, is, that in the latter case, the nature of the argu- 
ment which the writer had employed, required him to 
represent Christ as performing the functions of a priest 
in the heavenly world. . fiut it is palpably the intercessory 
function, which he is represented as continuing there to 
perform, in the passages which I have cited. 

(3.) * The doctrine respecting the Logos, in the epistle to 
the Hebrews, is of Alexandrine hue, and evidently resembles 
that of John, and hot of Paul. E. g. the divine Logos 
{Aiyo^ Bbw) is quick and powerful, Sec, iv. 12, 13; also, 
Christ is a priest, tloltol Uvufitv fco^j axaraXwrou, vii. 16. So 
too, when Christ is represented as making an offering M 
'j[veu[iotro$ aleoviov, ix. 14, this, as well as the other cases, 
coincides with the views and representations of John, and 
not of Paul.' 

If now a critic will do such violence to the laws of 
exegesis, as to construe these passages so as to make them 
have respect to the doctrine of the Logos, the best way to 
answer him would be, to show that his principles of inter- 
pretation are without any good foundation. I cannot 
turn aside to do this here, as it more properly be- 
longs to the exegetical part of the work. I shall content 
myself with merely observing, that one of the last ideas, 
which can well be deduced from the passage respecting 
the Xoyos Bsou just referred to, is that which Bertholdt has 
deduced from it ; a deduction, which does equal violence 
to the context, and to the whole strain of reasoning, in oitr 
epistle. And where does John speak of Christ's eternal 
priesthood, or of his offering made in heaven hot wvevfMtrcs 
dlonvlov T 
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At the conclasion of the argatnents which I have now 
reviewed, Bertholdt adds, " With such real discrepancies 
between the epistle to the Hebrews and those of Paul, 
it is impossible that identity of authorship should exist, 
p. 2943." 

If, indeed, the discrepancies were made out as clearly 
as Bertholdt supposes them to be, there might be some 
difficulty in supposing identity of authorship ; at least we 
could not suppose this, without at the same time conceding, 
that the writer was at variance in some measure with 
himself. But the conclusion which Bertholdt here draws, 
of course depends entirely on the fact, that all his allegations 
in respect to discrepancies of style and sentiment are well 
suppprted. Whether this be so, must now be left to the 
reader to judge. 

. But there ^re other recent writers, who remain to be 
examined, that have gone into the subject under discussion 
much more thoroughly and copiously than Bertholdt. I 
refer in particular to Dr. Schulz of Breslau, in the intro- 
duction to his Translation of the epistle to the Hebrews, 
with brief notes, published A. D. 1818; and to Seyffarth, 
in his tract, De EpistoltBdd Heb. indole maxime peculiari. 
This last work especially has been spoken of with strong 
commendations by many critics; and Heinrichs, who in 
the first edition of his Commentary on the Hebrews defended 
the Pauline origin of our epistle, has, in the second edition 
of the same, declared himself a convert to the side of those 
who disclaim Paul as the author ; attributing his conviction 
principally to the essay of Seyffarth just mentioned. As these 
works are the latest critical attempts to discuss at length the 
question under examination, and as they have manifestly 
had no smaU degree of influence upon the views of most 
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of the continental critics of the present time^ a particular 
examination of them becomes necessary. 



§ 27. Objections of Schulz considered. * 

That Dr.' Schulz is a man entitled to high respect for 
acnteness and strength of intellectual power> is sufficiently 
manifest from his work on the Sacrament, entitled Die 
christL Jjehre vom heiL Abendmahk, nctch dem Grundtexte 
des N,' Testaments, A. D. 1824 ; a work which, from the 
talent it developes, and the discussion that it has excited, 
bids fair perhaps to bring this long controverted subject to 
some cloise in the Lutheran church. His acquisitions of a 
philological nature are such^ also^ that great expectations 
were excited among not a few in Germany (if the Reviews 
are to be credited), when it was announced that Dr. Schulz'i^ 
commentary on our epistle was about to appear. I make 
these remarks principally to show, that a particular atten-^ 
tion to his work is not only allowable on the present 
occasion, but really necessary, if one would even seem to 
preserve the attitude of impartiality. 

This work was published a year before Bertholdt's 
volume, which contains the views that I have just exa- 
mined. But this writer informs us, that he had not seefi 
the work of Schulz when his own went to the press ; con- 
sequently, this author, so far as we are now concerned, 
may be considered as posterior to Bertholdt. 

Nearly the whole Introduction of Schulz is devoted to 
the consideration of the question. Who was the author of 
the epistle to the Hebrews? or rather, to showing that 
Paul was not the author, pp. 1 — ^158. Previously to 
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writing this, the anthor had been engaged in controversy 
on the sabject with his colleague ScheibeL The whole 
work bears the appearance of a heated, if not an exasperated 
state of mind ; and while it discloses some vivid thoughts 
and pungent considerations^ it also discloses some ad* 
venturous remarks and extravagant criticisms; to which 
the sequel of this examination will bear testimony. 

The first fifty pages are devoted to the examination of 
Meyer's Essay an the internal grounds for supposing that 
the epistle to the Hebrews was written by Paul,* In this 
are some remarks worthy of consideration, and which may 
serve to show that Meyer, in some cases^ has pushed his 
comparisons too far. It is not to my purpose, however, 
to review this ; as the subject has already been presented 
above, in § 21; My only object is, to select from Schulz 
such arguments against the Pauline origin of our epistle^ 
as have not already been examined, in order that the reader 
may obtain a full view of our subject. These arguments 
I shall now subjoin, with such remarks upon each, as the 
nature of the case may seem to require. 

(1^) ' It isinoomprehensible, and indeed quite impossible, 
that, if Paul wrote this epistle, early Christian antiquity 
should have been so doubtful about it, and the epistle itself 
have been received by the church so late, and with so much 
difficulty ; and after all, received only by some, and not at 
all by the generality of Christians. Such a fate did no 
other book of the New Testament meet with^ not even 
the epistles which are addressed to individual persons,' 
p. 68. 

This objection borrows all its importance from assuming 
the fact, that our epistle was early and generally doubted 

* Printed in Ammon^ ftnd Bertholdt'i Kritiflchef Journal der ntnetttn Tbeel. 
littrator. xi. S2i leq. 
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in the charches^ and at last but partially and doubtingly 
received. Whether Schulz had any good right to assume 
such a fact^ must be left to the judgment of those who 
have read and weighed with impartiality the historical 
evidence already laid before them. It is unnecessary to 
retrace the ground here, which has once been passed over. 
The state of facts is far enough from showing, that all early 
Christians were doubtful about this epistle ; nor can it be 
rendered probable, in any way, that doubts about it, at any 
period, had their origin in any anci^nf tradition that the 
epistle was not written by Paul. The doubts suggested 
are merely of a critical nature, or else they originated in 
doctrinal opinions, which seemed to be thwarted by our 
epistle. 

Noi* is it correct, that other parts of the New Testament 
were not early doubted by some churches ; nay, some of it 
was doubted by many. Witness the fact, that Eosebius, 
Ecc. Hist. III. 25, classes among the avriXeyoV'voi, James, 
Jude,^ Peter, 2 John, and 3 John. Witness the fact, that 
the old Syriac version (Peshito) does not comprise 
either of these epistles, that of James excepted. Who, 
that is acquainted with the early state of criticism, and 
the history of our Canon, does not know that the ancient 
churches were not, for a long time, agreed in respect to all 
these epistles ? Yet neither Schulz, nor any considerate 
critic, woyld decide that these books were spurious, because 
doilbts had been raised respecting them. Are not the 
gospels of Matthew, Luke, and John doubted, and called 
in question by some learned critics, even at the present 
time ? Shall they be given up, because they are called in 
question ? 

(2.) ' The epistle to the Hebrews is altogether unique ; 
so mach so, that no other writer of the New Testament 
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conld have prodaced it. Every one who can comprehend 
peculiarities^ and is able to distinguish tbero, must acknow- 
ledge this to be so. Nothing more than this fact needs 
to be considered^ in order to decide the matter/ p. 69. 

If the writer here means that the style is unique, then I 
must refer to the evidences of the contrary in the preceding 
pages. . If he means that the selection of particular words 
is unique^ this is to be hereafter considered^ when the 
selection^ which Dr. Schulz has made^ comes to be ex- 
amined. If he means^ that the matter is sui generis, I 
readily accede ; but I demur to the allegation. Must Paul 
always write on one and the same subject to all the 
churches? Were their circumstances and wants all just 
the sarne ? E. g. is the firi^t epistle to the Corinthians just 
like that to the Romans, Pbilippians^ Colossians, Thessa- 
loniansi &c. ; or is it a kind of iira^ }igyiiJi,€vov, or iwa^ 
Xoyit^ofitvov, compared with all the other epistles of Paul ? 
Surely none of the others has much resemblance to it, in 
respect to the matters treated of. Does it then follow, 
that this epistle is spurious, because the subjects of it are 
sui generis ? And is it any better evidence, that the epistle 
to the Hebrews does not belong to Paul, because the 
subjects of which it treats are peculiar ? When we can 
prove that/ the wants of all churches are one and the same; 
and that an apostle who addresses them can write, or 
ought to write, only upon one subject, and in oneway; 
then, and not till then, can this argument of Schulz have 
any weight in deciding the question before us. , 

(3.) ' The Hebrews addressed in this epistle are of a 
peculiar class. They seem to have regarded themselves as 
a species of illuminati, elect, and favourites of heaven ; as 
animated by the Holy Spirit dwelling in them; they are 
represented as despising the world, as inclined to mystical 
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and allegorical views, as aiming at the acquisition of un- 
earthly objects, &c. The epistle wins much for its exegesis, 
by such a supposition,' p. G7 seq. 

But supposing, now, all this to be correct, (which it 
would be difficult enough satisfactorily to prove,) how 
would it show that Paul did not write our epistle to themT 
And surely, if the Hebrews had such views of themselves, 
what the apostle says, in chapter v. yi., and in some other 
places, was well adapted to humble them, and bring them 
to sober consideration. 

The proof, on which Dr. Schulz relies for the establish- 
ment of his assertion, is drawn from the use, by tbe writer 
of our epistle, of such terms as aymi, piurto-flivrsf, rehtioi, 
dyia^iy-tiot, Kao; Tou 8(05, &c. But these are terms applied 
to Christians, everywhere in the New Testament, and (o 
the use of which nothing peculiar in our epistle can be 
justly attributed. 

(4.) 'The author of this epistle was a Judaizing Chris- 
tian, who grants that Judaism is still to continue, yea to 
have a perpetual duration. Not a trace of any thing is to 
be found, which intimates an equal participation in the 
privileges of the gospel by Jews and Gentiles,' pp. 74. 80. 

The _first of these allegations is, so far as I know, alto- 
gether new. Nothing more need be said in respect to it, 
than to refer the reader to chapters viii — s., for most 
ample and satisfactory confutation. I had ever thought, 
before reading Dr. Schulz, that the writer of our epistle was 
the last of men who could be justly accused oiJadaizing. 
If his views do not agree with those of Paul, in respect to 
Uiis matter, 1 am unable to see how language could express 
them. 

In regard to the second allegation ; it is sufficient to say, 
that the object of the writer did not lead him to treat of tbe 
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subject to which it relates. Are there not other epistles of 
Paul, which do not bring this subject to view ? And must 
a writer always repeat the same topics ? In what part of 
ttie first epistle to the Corinthians does Paul treat of the 
equal participation of Jews and Gentiles in the privileges 
of the gospel, and maintain the equal right of the latter ; as 
he does in the epistles to the Romans and Galatians 2 And 
is it not enough to say, that he did not do this, because the 
occasion did not demand it ? 

(5.) ' But Christ, in our epistle, appears every where as 
the Son of Ood, as Apostle, and High Priest. Where is he 
so represented by Paul V p. 81 seq. 

In regard to the appellation. Son of Ood, it is often 
Enough given to Christ by Paul. In respect to avoa-ToXo^ 
and apxtegeusy he is not so called, indeed, by the apostle in 
his acknowledged epistles. The only reason why the 
writer of our epistle calls him so, is obviously one drawn 
from the nature of the comparison instituted between him 
and Moses, and between him and the Jewish high priest. 
The nature of the composition and the object of the writer 
rendered this unavoidable. In the acknowledged epistles 
of Paul, no such occasion is presented of using the appel- 
lations iu question. See above, p. 230. 

<6.) 'The design of the writer is hortatory^ The motives 
which he urges to continue steadfast in the Christian belief, 
and in the practice of Christian virtue, are drawn, (I) From 
the great dignity of the Messiah; (2) From the danger to 
which apostacy would expose them. This danger is aug- 
mented by the consideration, that the end of the world is 
near at hand, p. 86 seq. Storr, and others, who differ in 
their exegesis of passages which declare this, scarcely 
deserve contradiction,' p. 91. 

The whole force of this rests, of course, upon the 46r- 

VOL. I. JJ H 
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rectness of Dr. Schulz's exegesis. From bis views, in 
regard to such passages as x. 86 seq. and xii.26 seq., I feel 
myself compelled entirely to dissent. Bnt even if they are 
allowed, I see not how they can establish the fact, that 
Paul did not write our epistle, provided we stand upon the 
same ground with Dr. Schulz. He will not deny that Paul 
had exalted views of the dignity of the . Saviour, and of the 
obligation of Christians to continue steadfast in their 
acknowledgment of him. He believes, that Paal, too, 
expected the end of the world to be actually near at hand. 
What is there, then^ in the sentiments of our epistle, incon- 
sistent with these views of Paul, as understood by him? 

(7.) 'Our author says nothing of Christ as judge of the 
world, but uniformly attributes judgment to God. Nor 
does he say a word of Hades^ Gehenna, Satan, (excepting 
in ii. 14, 15,) the resurrection of the dead, and generally of 
the closing scene of all things ; of which matters Paul treats 
so copiously/ p. 95 seq. 

But surely the final close or destruction of all material 
things is sufficiently intimated in i. 10 seq. ; future pnoish- 
ment in iv. 11 seq. vi. 4 seq. x. 26 seq. xii. 29. That the 
names Hades and Gehenna do not occur in oar epistle, 
would be a singular argument to prove that Paul did not 
write it. Where, in all the acknowledged epistles of Paul, 
is either of these words to be found, excepting in one soli- 
tary quotation in 1 Cor. xv. 55, which exhibits airis ? As 
to Satan, this appellation does not indeed occur ; bat its 
equivalent hifioXos occurs, in ii. 14. The word Satan does 
not occur in Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 
2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon : are these epistles therefore 
spurious? 

In regard to the resurrection of the dead, it is sufficient 
to refer to vi. 2. xi. 35. and what is implied in xii. 22 seq. 



§27. OBJUGTIONS BY SCHULZ. 343 

That the writer of oar epistle did not make frequent 
mention of these topics is easily accounted for, on the 
ground that he was more immediately occupied with other 
subjects. Are there not several of Paul's acknowledged 
epistles which omit the same topics? But who under- 
takes to prove from this, that they are spurious? 

(8.) * But not a word of Christ's resurrection ; a theme 
on which Paul everjrwhere descants/ p. 97. 

What then do.es Heb. xiii. 20 mean? And what is im- 
plied in viii. 1. i. 3. x. 12. xii. 2. ii. 9. v. 7—9 ? And will 
Dr. Schulz point out the places, where Paul discusses this 
subject in his epistles to the Galatians, Colossians, in the 
second to the Thessalonians, in the first to Timothy, and 
some others? 

(9.) ' If Paul did not become wholly unlike himself, and 
change his very nature, he could not have written the 
epistle to the Hebrews; which not only contains ideas 
foreign to his, but opposed to his,' p. 101. 

This is assertion^ not argument. The only way to con- 
vince those who differ in opinion from us, is to offer argu- 
ments for what we avouch ; not merely to assume or assert 
it to be true. 

(10.) ^ The grand point of Paul's doctrines is, that Christ 
is the Saviour of all ; that he died, or made atonement, /or 
all. There is nothing of this in our epistle. Paul every- 
where makes belief in Christ essential to salvation, and 
looks with contempt upon Jewish rites and ceremonies. 
But our author evidently handles Judaism with a sparing 
haad, and treats with* honour the shell, from which he 
endeavours to extract the nut,' p. 102 seq. 

In regard to the first of these allegations, the reader is 
referred to Heb. ii. 9 — 11. v. 9. ix. 15. 28. xiii. 10 ; which 
afford hints sufficiently plain, that the writer did not regard 
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the Messiah as the Saviour of the Jews only. Bat to treat, 
ia our epistle^ of the extent of his salvation among the 
Gentiles^ plainly was not apposite to the particular design 
he had in view ; and he might abstain from this topic, out 
of regard to the prejudices which those whom he addressed 
probably entertained (in common with most Jews) respect- 
ing it. Are there none of the acknowledged Pauline 
epistles, which do not treat of this subject ? And must 
Paul always bring it into view^ whether to do so would be 
timely or untimely, apposite or inapposite to the object of 
his epistle ? 

In respect to the Judaizing spirit of the writer, I must 
refer odce more to chap, viii — x. ; and what has already 
been said above^ in examining the fourth objection. And 
with regard to belief in Christ as essential to salvation, the 
great object of all the epistle to the Hebrews is to urge 
it. Dispute with one who denies this, would surely be 
in vain.. 

(11 .) ' Paul no where represents Christ as a priest, nor 
bis intercession as procuring favours for them,' p. 109 seq» 
In respect to this objection, I refer the reader to what 
has already been said, pp. 230 (h) and 232 (2). 

(12.) ' Paul has no where drawn a parallel between 
Christ and Moses,' p. 111. 

But he did something very much like it, when he repre- 
sented Moses and Christ as mediators. Gal. iii. 19 seq. 
And if he has not formally done it in any of his acknow- 
ledged epistles, it is enough to say, it was because the 
occasion did not call for it. 

(13.) ' Our author says nothing of the kingdom of God, 
or the kingdom of Satan, or of the gospel of Jesus Christ; 
ideas predominant in Paul's epistles,' p. 115. 
But is not a kingdom ascribed to Christ in Heb. i. 8, 9. 
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i. 10 seq. ii. 7 seq. x. 13. xii. 2? And are not Christians 
represented as belonging to it, in xii. 28? And are the 
second epistle to the Corinthians and the epistle to the 
Philippians not genuine, because the first of these phrases 
is not in them ? Is not the power or reign of Satan recog- 
nised, in Heb. ii. 14, 15? And as to edayysXiov, see iv. 2. 
iv. 6. Apply, too, the same method of reasoning to Paul's 
acknowledged epistles. Eiuyyexll^o} is a favourite word 
with this apostle j yet Philippians, Colossians, 2 Thessalo^ 
nians, 1 Timothy, 2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon, do not 
exhibit it. The word evayyihMv, too, is not found in the 
epistle to Titus. But is not the thinff, which it indicateSy 
found there ? It is ; and so it is in Hebrews, as frequently 
as the nature of the case required; e.g.: i. 1. ii. 1.3. iv. 1, 2. 
V. 12. vi. 1 seq. x. 25. xiii. 8, 9. 17. 

(14.) ^ How such expressions respecting the resurrection; 
as occur in 1 Cor. xv. 5 seq. Rom. vi. 4. xi. 15. Phil; 
iii. 20 seq. Col. ii. 13. 1 Thess. iv. 15 seq. 2 Thess. ii. 
2 Tim. ii. 18. with Acts xxiv. 15. xxvi. 6 seq., are to be 
reconciled with the views of the resurrection presented in 
our epistle, those who defend the genuineness of the epistle 
may be called on to account for,' p. 116. 

In some of these citations, I can find no reference at all 
to the resurrection. In oth^s, (e. g. Col. ii. 13.) there is 
simply a figurative or moral use of the term. As to the 
remainder, I can perceive no discrepancy between them 
and Heb. vi. 2. xi. 35. and what is implied in xii. 22 seq.. 
As Schulz has not pointed out in what the discrepancy 
consists, I am unable to apprehend it. 

(15.) ' But 1 Cor. XV. 24 seq. is at variance with Heb. i* 
2. 8 seq. 12, 13. vii. 24 seq. comp. v. 16. ix. 14. p. 116.' 

Just as much as it is with Luke i. 33. Dan. ii. 44. vii., 
14. Mic. iv. 7. John xii. 34. Isa. ix. 6. Ps. Ixxxix. 36. 
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2 Sam. vii. 16 ; and no more. What interpreter, who had 
carefally studied the idiom of the Scriptares, does not 

know that Uh^yh^ rn^^ a and elg tou^ alwvag Tfiov alivcov, are 

applied to things to whioh a time of continuance is assigned, 
that is not liable to interruption by any adventitious^ cir- 
cumstances, and which are to endure to the full period for 
which they were designed? So it is with the worlds the 
mountains, the hilh ; they are Dt^J^* ei^ tol^ almvetg. So also, 
the mediatorial reign is not to be interrupted, but to con- 
tinue until all the designs of God in the redemption of men 
are completed. Then, of course, it must cease; as no 
more mediatorial offices are to be performed. 

And why too should Dr. Schulz suggest such a consi- 
deration, as a proof that Paul did not write the epistle to 
the Hebrews, when he makes no difficulty at all in su^est- 
ing, that the sacred writers are not unfrequently at variance 
with themselves? To allege the fact of variance^ then, 
either with each other or with themselves, is no valid argu- 
ment, on the ground upon which he stands. He is not, 
here, consistent with himself. And besides, has not Paul 
himself recognised the perpetuity of Christ's dominion, m 
his acknowledged epistles? See Rom. ix. 5. 

(16.) ' The writer of our epistle, entangled with types 
and allegories, knows not how to say any thing respecting 
Christianity, except what he finds an analogy for in 
Judaism ; so that his work is made up of parallels between 
the old and new dispensation, spun out to an excessive 

length The limited circle in which this writer moves, 

his evident deficiency in activity of mind, and in unfolding 
his own views, are altogether unlike the active, creative 
mind of Paul, that master-spirit, who moves with such per- 
fect freedom, and controls at pleasure all his own views, 
without any subjection to the influence of others, or even 
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being at all affected by any thing of Jewish origin ; all of 

which was entirely at his command Whoever shoald 

attribute this singular production to Paul, would show that 
he was little acquainted with him/ p. 119. 

Yet, in p. 124, Dr. Schulz says, '' One finds in the un- 
known author [of our epistle], more orderly deduction, 
more learned accuracy, and, for the most part, a well- 
' arranged, gradual ascent, from the point where he starts, 
which he usually establishes by quotations from the Old 
Testament, to the sublime region, to which, as true, eternal, 
and heavenly, he directs every thing, and where he ends 
every thing; finally, more luxurious, oratorical qualities, 
than in Paul.*' 

How this consists with the preceding representation, the 
writer of both may well be required to show. The reader, 
I am sure, must find difficulty enough to make them har- 
monize. But, at any rate, the accusation that the writer 
of the epistle to the Hebrews is not master of his own sub- 
ject and own thoughts, is, so far as I know, new ; and one 
which (as I shall confidently believe, until I see more evir 
dence to the contrary,) it is unnecessary to answer. 

(17.) * Heb. ii. 1, 2. proves that Paul could not have 
been the writer of our epistle; for he did not receive his 
gospel from others, but was immediately taught it by Christ 
himself. Gal. i. 11, 12. v. 15— 19.' p. 125 seq. 

On the subject of this objection, the reader is referred to 
p. 47 (c). I add here only, that if the use of ^e first person 
plural by the writer, necessarily makes him one, in all 
respects, with those whom be is addressing, then the author 
of our epistle did himself need the admonitions which he 
has so powerfully and feelingly addressed to others ; see 
ii. 1. 3. iii. 6. iv. 1, 2. 11. 13. 16. vi. 1-3. 18, 19. x. 22— 
25, 26. 39. xi. 40. xii. 1. 9, 10. 28. xiii. 10. 13. 15. Nay, 
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he must have inchided himself among those who were 
shaken in their Christian belief, and who were in imminent 
hazard of final apostacy. 

On the other hand ; nothing can be plainer, than that he 
ses we or ye indifferently, for the persons whom he 
addresses ; e.. g. we, in xii. 1, 2 ; ye, in xii. 3 — 8; we, in xii, 
9, 10; y«> in xii. 14 — ^25; we, in xiii. 25—^, and often in 
the same manner elsewhere, the address being still most 
manifestly made to the very same persons. He often 
employs, also, the first person plural (4jxs7^), to designate 
merely himself; e. g. in Heb. ii. 5. vi. 9. 11. xiii. 18. This, 
in like manner, he interchanges with the first person singu- 
lar ; e. g. xiii. 18. comp. xiii. 19. 22, 23. 

How can it be, now, that Dr. Schulz should so 
strenaously urge the argument drawn from the use of the 
jfirst person plural, to show that the writer of our epistle 
received his knowledge of the gospel from apostles and 
disciples, and of course that he could not be Paul f Yet 
he not only urges it at length, pp. 125 — 130, but declares, 
tiiat ' it affords a decisive proof, that the apostle Paul 
could not have written the epistle in question,' p. 126. 
Especially, how could he urge such an argument, when the 
same use of the first person plural runs through all the 
Pauline epistles : e. g. ^jtteT^ and eym for the writer himself^ 
Cral. i. 8. comp. i. 9 — ^24. Gal. ii. 5. comp. ii. 1 — 4, and 
ii. 6, 7» So ^fji^eis and vfieig for the persons addressed. Gal. 
iii. 1_12. iii. 13—25. iii. 26—29. iv. 3. 5. iv. 6—20. iv. 26 
— 31, et alibi. Is it possible, then, to attribute any weight 
to such an argument as that in question 1 

(18.) 'The manner of citing or appealing to the Old 
Testament, by Paul and by the writer of the epistle to the 
Hebrews, is very different. Paul appeals to it as a written 
record; bat the writer of our epistle every where cites it as 
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the immediate word of 6od| or of the Holy Ghost, Paul's 
formulas of citation are^ yiy^itrm, xaidg yiyptanai, i^ ypot^ 
Xiyst, eygi^ri, nctroL ro Yrypufifuivov, 6 A^o; y<y^f*^MVO(» Mcaihiig 
Ypa^Bi — Xfytiy vofLOs }siyB%, h Memirio^ vifi^ yiypBeKTm, Jo/Stt 
Xtyei, 'Hiredus xiyu — xpit^si, h rep '/lo^i Kiyet, and xmrei ri 

$lg^fLiwv ; which are not used in a single instancei in the 
epistle to the Hebrews. Instead of these formnlas, the 

author uses Asysi — ^^agrupfi — to xvevfLo, to iyiov, Xiyu b itis] or 
the abridgments of these formulas, viz. Xr^ff, tlpv^xs, (uipTtipm, 
^cri Does not such a diversity necessarily imply diversity 
of authorship?' p. 120 seq« 

To this representation of Dr. Schulz, Seyffarth has not 
only assented, but in his Essay on the Peculiarities of the 
epistle to the Hebrews 9* he has placed the modes of appeal 
to the Jewish Scriptures at the head of diese peculiarities, 
so fiur as the style of the author is concerned; ^' referenda 
hue est, prsB ceteris omnibus, Joca Vet. Test, laudandi 
singularis ratio.^ Dr. Schulz moreover says, * that plainly 
Paul makes less frequent use, in general, of the Old Testa- 
ment Scriptures, than is made of them in the epistle to the 
Hebrews ;' an objection which has been frequently alleged 
by others. 

The result of an attentive and repeated examination of 
our epistle, and of all the acknowledged Pauline epistles, 
in respect to the mode and frequency of quotation, has led 
me to conclusions somewhat different from those which 
Schulz iand Seyffarth have adopted. I shall present them, 
with my reasons for adopting them. 

(a) The writer of the epistle to the Hebrews is by no 
means uniform, in his mode of appeal to the Jewish 
Scriptures^ In twenty-one cases, viz. i. 5. i« 6. i. 7. iL 12. 
iii. 7. iv. 3. v. 6. v. 6. vi. 4. vii. 17. vii. 21. viii. 5. viii. & 

1 De epistolstid 'A^. indole, §§ 58—60. 
VOL. I. ^ 2 I 
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ix.20. X.5. x.a X.9. !x.l5. x.30. xii.26. xiii.5. he has 
usedehtv, slfviKg, Xsyei, ?Jya)v, [MipTvpu, fijo*/ with a nominative 
never expressed, except in three instances, viz. Heb. iii. 7. 
vi. 14 by implication, and x. 15. In fourteen of these cases, 
we may gather from the context, that eso$ or Kvgiog is the 
probable nominative, i. e. the one which the writer meant 
his readers should- supply. F4)ur of the cases have Xpi<rroi 
or 7i}(roD^ for a nominative, viz. ii. 13. x. 5. x* 8. x. 9, which 
is implied ; two of them have to irvsvfMi to aym expressed, 
viz. iii. 7. x. 15. and one only has 66o^ expressed, and that 
because it was unavoidable, vi. 14. 

In five cases more, which are introduced merely with 
viktv, xa), OT 6e, viz. i. h. L 8. i. 10. ii. 13. x. 30, but stand 
connected with a preceding quotation, the grammatical 
connexion requires us to supply the, kiywv, >Jsyu, &c. i. e. 
Kipiot; or Bbo^ Xeyei, eivs, &c. In two cases of the like nature, 
viz. ii. 13. ii. 14,^ ' Jijorou^ or Xpiarog is the implied nominative. 
In the whole, there are twenty-five instances of quotation 
in which the nominative is not expressed, in nineteen cases 
of which it probably is Beis, and Xpicrros in the other six. 
There are two cases only, in which the nominative to Tvsvf&a 
TO ayioy is expressed ; and one only where 6eo$ is actually 
inserted. 

If one might trust to the representations of Dr. Schuiz 
and Seyffarth, he raust^ of course, be led to believe, that 
these are all the kinds of quotation which our epistle 
presents. This however is not the case. In ii. 6, we have 
hefiapTvpuTo U vov tIs, viz. J«/3/8 ; in iii. 16, Iv rw XiysHat, 
when it is said, (like "IQK^^ in the Mishna) ; in iv. 4, elpijxs 
yag vou, sc. vj ypot<pri plainly, which formula is repeated by 
ifi^iv in iv. 5; in iv. 7 we find iv Ja^M Xiyoov, saying by 
David; in ix. 20, MwoVic— Xsywy ; in xi. 18, IXaXijflij, (like 
^^^i) ' ^^ ^"* ^> '^otp»)tXri(rtw$ ; in xii. 20, to SiaorTeXAo/xfyov ; in 
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xii. 21, Mmwrri^ sTira ; in xii. 27, to ii ; in xiii. 6, smttc rifMis 
xiyeiv, so that we may say. Besides this, we have, in iii. 5. 
X. 37. and xi. 21, qaotations without any direct sign or 
notice of appeal ; not to mention several references or 
partial qaotations which might easily be subjoined. In 
the whole there are fifteen instances of quotation, (i. e. 
about three eighths of all the quotations), where the appeal 
is different from that w&ich Schulz and Seyffiirth attribute 
to our author, and on which they have built their argument 
against the Pauline origth of our episde. 

(b) There is a similar variety of appeal in the acknow- 
ledged Pauline epistles. £. g. xaids yiyqamM^ yiygatrM 
yap^OT ev fifuo yiypairrM, are used in Romans sixteen times ; 
viz. i. 17. ii. 24. iii.4. iii. 10. iv. 17. vtii. 36. ix. 13. ix. 33. 
X. 15. xi. 8. xi. 26. xii. 19. xiv. 11. xv. 3. xv. 9. xv. 21. In 
1 Corinthians nine times ; viz. i. 19. i. 31. ii. 9. iii. 19. ix. 
9. X. 7. xiv. 21. XV. 46. xv- 54. In 2 Corin&ians three 
times, viz. iv. 13. viii. 15. ix. 9. In Galatians four times; 
viz. iii. 10. iii. 13. iv. 22. iv. 27. In all, thirty-two. 'Hypcif^ 
>iyu is used eight times; viz. Rom. iv. 3. ix. 17. x. 11. 
xix. 2. probably Rom. xv. 10. xv. 11. 1 Cor. vi. 16. Gal. 
iv. 30. *H<ratas xiyti, four times ; viz. Rom. x. 16. x. 20. 
X. 21. XV. 12. 'HcraUi xp^^ii, Rom. ix. 27; 'Hcrata^ T^oe/pijxs, 
ix. 29 ; Meovtnig }Jyet, X. 19 ; Mwv(rri$ ygi^ei, x. 5 ; Ja^d hiysi, 
iv. 16. xi. 9; 6 viiLO$ iXayt, vii. 7; ^ Ix wlimws hxouocrtmi Xiyu, 
X. 6 ; t/ Xtyffi [sc. 4 ^^ wlcTTMs iiKaio&wr/i] x. 9 ; xP^f^^'^f^^^ 
Xiyei, xi. 4. 

There are ten cases of quotation without any formula of 
appeal ; viz. Rom. ix. 7. x.,13. x. 18. xi. 34. xii. 20. 1 Cor. 
ii. 16. X. 26. XV. 27. Gal. iii. 11. iii. 12; not to mention 
many cases where partial reference is made, in both the 
phraseology and bought of the apostle, to passages in the 
Old Testaqient. 
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Where an appeal is expressly oaade to the Old Testament 
by Paul, in his acknowledged epistles, there is then a smuU 
majority of cases in which noAws yiypanrm, or its eqqivalents, 
are nsed, if we take the whole together. Bat in the epistle 
to the Romans^ the other methods of quotation predommait. 
The ground of such appeals as dapii, *H<Fatas, Maoris — ^cyvs 
will be the subject of remark by and by. 

(c) The assertion of Schulz, that Paul no where nset 
the formula of appeal Beo^, Kvpios — ^Xtyf*, comes next to be 
examined ; for on this have he and Seyfiarth grounded th» 
conclusion, that the same writer could not haTe been the 
author of the Pauline epistles and of the epistle to the 
Hebrews. Assertions made at random on this subject^ 
cannot decide it. Let the appeal be made to facts. 

Rom. ix. 12, ip^idii aurp, viz. to Rebecca. But by whoa 
was it said? By Jehovah, Gren. xxv. 23. It is the A^ 
Kuplov or Biou, then, to w^hich appeal is necessarily made 
here. Rom. ix. 15, rtS Mmcrf hiyu [sc. 6 Kvpwg vel 6 Ot^.] 
Rom. ix. 25, h xf '/2(n}s Kiyti [sc. 6 6eo^,} just the same «l 
in Heb. iv. 7, Iv Aa^M Tsiym ; i. e. Maying by Hosea, sayinf 
by David. 

In 2 Cor. vi. 2, Atysi yap, [sc. o Kupiof] ; vi. 16, §bte¥ i Oi^; 
vi. 17, Xeyei Kiqios ; yi. 18, Xtyei K6gM$ wayTQxpoir»p ; Gal. lii 
16, ou kiyu [sc. 6 6£oV.] 

So much for the assertion, that Paul has never nsed tke 
formula of appeal> 6 6so( x/yei, or Keyn Kvptog. Dr. Schnli 
will surely not object, that the nominative Kvpu>s or Seof is not 
expressed in all these oases ; for it never is so, in the epistb 
to the Hebrews, vnth the exception of only one iaatanefl^ 
Tiz. Heb. vi. 14. But ottier resemblances remain to te 
pointed out. 

In Rom. xiii. 9, to y^^ is prefixed to a quotcUicm; Msd 
Agftin, ly rep, Rom. xiii. 9. In the same way is vd 8i oaai 
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iBHeb. xii. 27. In Rom. iv. 18^ we find the perfect participle 
^gMed, xetToi TO elftiiuvov; in Heb. xii. 20, to SiaorriXX^ftevoy. In 
^Som. ix. 12^ ^ppnh ; Heb. xi. 18, iXaXfitii, and (eqaivalent to 
^iUs) h Ttf Xsywdeu, iii. 15. 

p ' In regard to tbe assertion of Scbolz and Seyflfarth, * that 
^ &ds, Z^rrif, or mfwfuoi Sytov, is always fbe nominative to 
I Xiyth *^v<> &Cv i^ ^ epistle to the Hebrews/ the following 
^ fimnnlas may be consulted; viz. Heb. ii. 6, iiifSA^garo Ss 
^ «m» rig, [sc. Ja/3/S] ; iv. 4, sT^xs yag [sc. ij yga^^i] ; which is 
H npeated by necessary implication, in iv. 5 ; ix. 20, Meowrrig 
^ • • • • Xtyflw xii. 21, MotSaiig §lve, (either a quotation of a 
g sacred traditional saying, or a reference to the Scriptures 
. ad sensum) : all cases of the same natore, as those which 
I occur in PauFs acknowledged epistles. 

Besides these, we have, in xii. 5, a quotation referred to 
by calling it wotpaxx^irig, (comp. Rom. xi. 4, xP^iMtna-fMs 
A^i); and in xiii. 6, we are pointed to a text of Scripture 
by the expression, oEoys %ta; Xfytiy. There are several 
instances, also, of quotation without any formula of appeal ; 
just as in Paul's acknowledged epistles. 

(d) There is as great a difference between Paul's acknow^ 
Udgtd epistles, in regard to the formulas and the frequency 
of quotation from the Old Testament, as there is between 
the epistle to the Hebrews and some of Paul's acknow- 
ledged eptsttes ; nay, even a greater difference. £. g. in 
the first epistle to the Corinthians, the only formula of 
qvotatton is the verb yeygairrflei, viz. 1 Cor. i. 19. i. 31. ii. 9. 
iii. 19* iii. 20. ix. 9. x. 7. xiv. 21. xv. 24, one case only 
excepted^ vi. 16. Four times, quotation is made without any 
formula, viz. 1 Cor. ii. 16. x. 26. xv. 27. xv. 32. Now in the 
epistle to the Romans, out of forty-eight quotations, only 
sixteen are introduced with the same formula ; the others 
all the variety above described. On the other 
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hand, the second epistle to the Corinthians is equally 
divided between the formulas, luj yiyqairven, and Xf'/"' °^^ 
[sc. h Bili or Jfufnoj] ; there being three of each kind, viz. tuj 
•ysypajTrai, SCor.iv. 13. viii. 15. ix. 9. \iyej, eiire [o ewj], 
vi. 2. vi. 16. vi. 17. It has also two quotations without 
any formula, ix. 7. xiii. 1. The epistle to the Galatians 
has four formulas with ycypa-nTou, Gal. iii. 10, iii. 13. iv. 23. 
iv. 27; one with eeof implied, iii. 16; and two without any 
fomtula, iii. II. iii. IS. 

In all the other Pauline epistles, to (he Ephesians, Phi- 
lippians, Colossians, Thessalonians, to Timothy and Titus, 
there are not more than four or five quotations of Scripture 
to be found. 

Suppose now, that we take the epistle to the Romans, 
(one of the most undoubted of all Paul's epistles,) as the 
model of this writer's quotations. Then the argument is 
conclusive, (on the ground which Schulz and Seyfiarth have 
taken,) against the genuineness of all his other acknow- 
ledged epistles, unless it be the second to the Corinthians, 
and that to the Galatians. Above all, what shall we say 
of the great majority of his epistles, which never qnote the 
Old Testament at all 1 Can it be, that the same man wrote 
these, who has directly appealed no less than foriy-eigkt 
times to the Old Testament, in the epistle to the Romans, 
not to mention many other implicit references? And can 
it be, when his formulas of reference are so diverse, as 
they are between this epistle and the first to the Corinthians, 
that the same person was the author of both? It is easy 
now to perceive, that if arguments can be built on such 
circumstances as these, then the genuineness of the greater 
portion of the Pauline epistles must of course be denied. 
Is Dr. Schulz prepared for such a conclusion ? 

(e) A word as to the tjreater frequency of quotations, in 
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the epistle to the Hebrews. Let us compare it with that 
to the Romans^ which it most of all resembles^ in respect 
to discassion and method of argument* In the epistle to 
the Romans, there are, at least, forty-eight quotations ; 
in that to the Hebrews, thirty-four. More may be made 
in each, if we reckon all the cases of like phraseology or 
resemblances to the Old Testament, in the tnm of thought, 
which may be found in both. Now the proportion of the 
epistle to the Romans to that of the Hebrews, in regard 
to length, is as fourteen to ten ; the number of quotations 
as forty-eight to thirty-four; which would average nearly 
three and a half to a page, in each epistle ; the proportion 
being nearly the same in both, but the excess on the side 
of the epistle to the Romans. So much for the assertion, 
that the frequency of quotation in our epistle proves that 
Paul was not the author of it. If there be any weight in 
such an argument, it lies equally against the genuineness 
of the epistle to the Romans, compared with Paul's other 
epistles, which have no quotations at all. 

(f ) On the whole, then, the objection, drawn either from 
the method or the frequency of quotation, (singularis ratio 
pr€B ceteris omnibus of our epistle, as Seyffarth calls it,) 
vanishes away upon close examination ; or if adhered to^ 
must disprove the genuineness of a major part of the 
acknowledged epistles of Paul. That Paul, in our epistle, 
should have more frequently than elsewhere used ?iiyu, elwiv, 
elpvixs, is altogether consonant with what we may suppose 
him to have done, when addressing the Hebrews. The 
usual and almost the only mode of quoting, prevalent 
among the Jews, in ancient times, appears to have been 
such: at least if we may judge of it as it appears in the 
Mishna, where IDKX I^K^tt^, it is said, as it is said, tahich 
is said, is almost the only formula in use. There is an 
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obvious reason for this. Every Jew, being conversant 
with the Old Testament Scriptures, would of course know 
what was the kind and weight of the appeal, made by Aeyei, 
shs, (1DN3) ; i. e. he would at once refer it to divine testi- 
mony. Hence, this abridged and natnral mode of qno- 
tation prevails in our epistle. But in writing to churches 
made op of both Jews and Gentiles, the latter of whom 
were of course less familiar with the Old Testament, and 
knew less where to look for passages qaoted, it was more 
natural for the apostle, (as he has done in the epistle to the 
Romans,) to say MwuV^s AsyEi, 'Ea-alai hiyn, &c., so that the 
reference might be more definite. This is a sufficient 
reason to account for any differences in the formula of 
quotation, between our epistle and the other epistles of 
Paul. The difference itself has, however, as we have 
seen, been greatly over-rated. Nothing important, most 
plainly, can be made of it by higher criticism, in performing 
its office upon our epistle. What can be more improbable, 
too, than that such a master-spirit as Panl should cast all 
his letters in the same monld ; always nse the same roond 
of expression ; mechanically apply the same formulas of 
quotation ; and for ever repeat the same sentiments in the 
same lan^age I And because he has not done so, in the 
epistle to the Hebrews, mnst it be wrested from him, by 
criticism which exacts such uniformity in a writer \ Where 
is the writer of epistles, ancient or modern, who possessed 
any talents and tree command of language, whose letters 
can be judged of by such a critical test as this ? 

(19.) ' The appellations given to the Saviour, in Paul's 
acknowledged epistles and in the epistle to the Hebrews, 
are so diverse, as to afford strong evidence that both did 
not originate from the same person. E. g. in the Pauline 
epistles, these appellations are either, o xupio; ^/*«v 7i)(rot!j 
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JSf f0ToV> 'Jifo-ou; Xpurrig 6 xvptos i^fimv, X, 'Jijcrou^ 6 xupio; ^fMoVf Ot 
6 xupio; 'i)|o-ov^ Xpirrig. In iunamerable passages is Christ 
referred to by these appellations; which are so character^ 
istic of Paul's writings, that they are to be regarded as 
nearly the constant established formulas^ by which he ad- 
verts to the Saviours On the contrary, in the epistle to the 
Hebrews^, the writer uses most commonly vXis rou etou or 
6 uioV ; he also employs, at times, 6 xvpio^ or o 'Jija-oO^ simply. 
Twice only has he connected 'Jsjo-ou; Xqurri^. This must 
appear strikitig to every unprejudiced person^ and of im- 
portance,' p. 139 seq. 

Striking, indeed, the argument may appear, in the form 
stated by Schulz ; but an investigation, through the medium 
of a Concordance, will present a very different result from 
that which he has presented. 

<a) In regard to vlog rou Beov or o tAog being the ^nost 
frequent appellation given to Christ by?the writer of our 
epistle, the facts statid thus. Omitting dubious references^ 
and ail the names of Christ that are appellatives suggested 
merely by the occasion, (such as ctw6crro9^s, otpx^'P^f* ^PXW^ 
a-WTfiplct^ — T^; ir(&TB»s, fMcr/n]^, ^^*^P9 fti^d xXqp^ytfbo;,) the 
writer refers to the Messiah, by some one of his usual titles-, 
in tiiirty-two places ; in four of which only he Calls him vlhs 
rou 6eoOf, viZi Heb. iv. 14. vi. 6. vii. 3. x. 29. In eight 
other places he calls him uIoV; viz. i. 1, 5 bis, 8. iii. 6. V; 5. 
8. vii. 28. In the Pauline epistles, these designations are 
used seventeen times ; viz. Rom. i. 3, 4. 9. v. 10. viii. 3. 
29.32. 1 Cor. i. 9. XV. 28. 2 Cor. i. 19. Gal. i. 16. ii. 20. 
iv. 4. 6. Eph. iv. 13. Col. i. 13. 1 Thess. i. 10. 

(b) Kipio^ is so far from being limited to the epistle to 

the Hebrews, in its application to Christ, that, if I have 

counted rightly, it is found in the acknowledged Pauline 

epistles, applied in the same way, one hundred and forty^ 
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seven times, and is the most frequent appellation of any, 
except Xptrr6$. The cases where xvptog stands united with 
'I^coijs, *Iri(rovs XfKrrisj &c. are exempted from this enume- 
ration. 

On the other hand, the writer of our epistle is so far from 
making a frequent use of this designation, that he has em« 
ployed it singly in two places only, or at most three, yiz. 
ii. 3. vii. 14, probably xii. 14. 

That Schulz should make a representation so^ singularly 
incorrect, respecting the appellation xupio^, can be accounted 
for in no other way, than by supposing that he never exa- 
mined his Concordance, for the sake of investigating the 
question respecting the use of it. 

But further ; in the epistle to the Romans, nvpiog is ap- 
plied to Christ not more than seventeen times; Some may 
think still less, in as much as the exegesis, in a few of the 
cases, may be doubtful. In the first epistle to the Co- 
rinthians, however, (which is about the same length,) the 
same appellation is given to Christ forty-five times ; while, 
in the epistle to Titus it does not occur at all. Further, 
' Ji^o-ou^ Xg^cTog, or XpKrris 'ivi<rotJs, is used, in the epistie to the 
Romans, as connected with x6pt6g, only fourteen times; 
in 1 Corinthians, only eleven* 'Iffvovs xupng is used in Ro- 
mans twice; in 1 Corinthians, thrice. Kvptos ^gioroV only in 
Rom.xvi. 18. Such a variety of usage in these differedit 
epistles, must, if Schnlz's method of arguing is correct, 
prove that Paul could not have written them all. 

(c) 'I^<rpD;, without being connected with the other usual 
appellations . of Christ, is employed in our epistle seven 
times ; viz. ii. 9. vi. 20. vii. 22. x. 19. xii. 2. 24. jtiii. 12. 
In the Pauline epistles, sixteen times ; viz. Rom. iii. 26. 
viii. 11. 1 Cor. xii. 3. 2 Cor. iv. 5. iv. 10 bis. iv. 11 bis. iv. 
14. xi. 4. Eph. iv. 21. Phil. ii. 10. I Thess. i. 10. iL 15. 
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iv. 14 bis. In the epistles to the Galatians, Colossians^ 
2 Thessalonians, 1 Timotby, 2 Timothy, Titus, and PhOe- 
mon, it is not found at all. 

(d) Xpifrrii is used, in like manner, by our author, six 
Umes, viz. ii. 6. 14. v. 6. vi. 1. ix. 11. 14. 24. 28. xi. 28; in 
the Pauline epistles one hundred and ninety-eight, if I have 
rightly counted. 

(e) 'Ji)0>ou^ Xparos, instead of being used only twice, as 
Schulz avers, is used three times ; Heb. x. 10. xiii. 8. 21, 
omitting iii. 1, where it stands also in the textus recepttu. 

(0 In xiii. 20, Kuqm 'I. X^Krriv is used by the writer, just 
as Paul employs it. 

<g) Those designations of Christ in the Pauline epistles, 
which Schulz has mentioned as the usual and only appella- 
tions of him by Paul, do not Collectively amount to more 
than sixty-eight f if we take the number as stated by himself 
(who, however, as is usual wKh him, has in haste over- 
looked some instances) ; while, in the same epistles, other 
appellations, which he does not acknowledge, are used with 
far greater frequency ; e. g. iiipm is used one hundred and 
forty-eeven times ^ ^nd Xfunhif one hundred and ninety » eight; 
the former being an appellation which this writer holds out 
as characteristic of our epistle to the Hebrews, and neg- 
lected by Paul. Truly this matter \8 striking {\{ 1 may 
use Dr. Schulz's own language) ; anid if the epistle to the 
Hebrews can be wrested from Paul, only by arguments 
such as this, those who ascribe it to this apostle have not 
much reason for apprehension, in regard to the safety of 
their cause. 

Even if the factls stated by Schulz were correct, it would 
not follow that Paul could not be the author of our epistle. 
The predominant appellation of the Saviour in the Pauline 
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epistles is simply Xpitrpic ; as we have just sceo. Yct^ hi 
tbe second epistle to tlie Tbessalonians, this appellation, 
simply used, occurs but once, (iii. 5.) and in both the epis- 
tles to Timothy, and in that to Titu», it does net once 
occur. Does it follow from this, then, that Paul did not 
write these epistles? If not, then, supposing^ the^. facts 
alleged by Schulz to be correct, no critical argument could 
be safely built topon them. Bmt they are so far ihwi being 
correct, that one finds it difBcuk to^ account for it, how any 
man, who expected others to. examine for themselves, and 
not to receive what he says as authoritaHve, should have 
thrown out before the public such affirmations as every 
tyro, with a Greek Concordance in his hand, would be able 
to disprove., Truly Professor Schulz must not blame his 
readers, if they are slow and cautious about admitting his 
allegations, on subjects where accuracy, and diligence, and 
patience are necessary, in order to. produce correct results. 

Seyffarth has brought forward the samjB argument, but 
with a somewhat different statement of fc^^ts; yet full of 
inaccuracies a^nd errors. He concludes, as the soai of the 
whole, '' that tbe writer of the epistle to the Hebrews has 
given to the Saviour, appellations, which are indicative c^ 
less reverence than those wl^ch- Paul biestows upon him,'' 
and that ** there is a great difference between the usage of 
Paul, in this respect, and that of our epistle,'' p. 90.. 

On the whole, nothing can be plain^er, than that the usage 
in our' epistle, w4th respect to the appellations in, question, 
differs no more from the usual Pauline one, than the usage 
of several of his acknowledged epistles differs from that of 
others belonging to him. Consequently, no weight can be 
attached to this objection. 

(20.) * The writer of our epistle has made use of a great 
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many worda and phrases, in order to express ideas \vhich 
Paul exiffesses, (eifher always or nsnaUy^) by different 
words or phrases/ p. 138 seq. 

This objection is drawn oot at great length, and requires 
a minuteness of consideration and philological exhibition 
which^ is truly appalling. But haying commenced the 
work, it. must not be left unfinished. The importance of 
tbe. subject under discussion^ is the apology on which I 
must rely for justification, as to the length and minuteness 
of the examination. Greneral assertions may satisfy those 
who think in generals, and reason in getter dU; but the true 
critic demands fticte, and of course detail, in an investiga- 
tion dependent on facts. 

. It will shorten our work, however, and be of no small 

importance with respect to the satisfaction which the 

reader's mind is to experience, if some acknowledged, or 

at least just, principles of reasoning in regard to such a 

' topic, can be premised,. before we enter upon particulars. 

The following principles seem to be such, as, it may rea- 
sonably be expected, .will be assented to by all sober and 
judicious critics ; in particular, by all who have not a 
special end to accomplish by the denial of them. 

(a) The same writer, if a man of knowledge and talents, 
(both of which will be conceded to Paul,) does not, in an 
extensive correspondence either on matters of business or 
sentiment, always, express the same ideas by the same words 
or phrases; much less, always repeat the same ideas, 
whatever may be the nature of the subject which the occa- 
sion demands. I appeal to all the volumes of letters 
extant, in proof of this. 

(b) The same writer, at different periods of lifip^ in dif- 
ferent circumstances and states of mind and feelings exhibits 
a variety of style in his epistles ; especially where the sub- 
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jects themselves ar^ very diverse. The app^eal ia- proof of 
this, I mAh to well-knewa faets> and to every ime's owm 
experience, who has been long accustomed to wnte letters 
on a variety of grave and important topics. In partieular 
Ivill the case be as now represented, if a writer's k>t> at one 
]^riod of his life, be cast among men and authors^ who 
differ in style and modes of thinking and expression^ from 
those with whom he has, at another time, been associated. 

(c) It follows, then, that differences in the choice of 
expression, in two epistles, in order to convey the same 
idea, (above all when this stands in connexion with diverse 
subjects,) is no good proof that the same person did not, 
or could not, write both. Indeed^ no man who is not a 
writer of the most sterile genius, and of a mind the most 
tnechanical, nay, absolutely insusceptible of excitement or 
of improvement, will always limit himself to the same 
round of expression. While there will be occasional 
words and expressions, which will mark some character- 
istics appropriate to a writer of knowledge and talents, yet 
in the great body of them, there will not be a mechanical 
sameness either of thought or of expression; but every letter 
will take its colouring, more or less, from the occasion and 
the state of mind which prompted it. 

(d) If any person refuses to accede to principles so plain 
and reasonable as these, it would be easy to show him, (as 
will be seen hereafter,) that any cme of PauFs acknow- 
ledged epistles may be proved to be spurious, en a dif- 
ferent ground, just as easily as the epistle to the Hebrews. 
Schule and Seyffarth have undertaken to prove, that Paul 
did not write the epistle to the Hebrews, because it contains 
many words, either not employed by Paul, or not employed 
by him in the same sense; and also some favourite ex- 
pressions, not found in his acknowledged epistles. At 
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first View, the number g( such words or expressions, as 
exhibited by them, seems very great ; nay, quite appalling, 
before examination. Most critic^ of the present day seem 
to hare been influenced principally by this consideration, 
in giving up the Pauline origin of our epistle. But a 
widely-extended examination of this subject, has ended in 
producing different impressions' upon my own mind. I am 
fully persuaded, now, that there is scarcely any one at 
Paul's acknowledged epistles, which cannot be proved to be 
spurious, if the grounds of argument assumed by the above- 
named writers is tenable. I will pledge myself (I do not 
say it at a venture) to produce as many peculiarities, as 
many iwa^ Xfy^tfy* or airu^ XoyiCojxffva, for example, in the 
^istle to the Romans, in the first to the Corinthians, or in 
the second to the Corinthians, (in proportion to the length 
of these epistles, and compared with the other acknow- 
ledged epistles of Paul,) as there are in the epistle to th^ 
Hebrews. If this can be done, then is the argument 
equally good against either of these epistles, which are 
among the most undoubted of all the writings of Paul. 
The proof of this I shall by and by produce, by laying before 
the reader the result of the principles which I haVe ven* 
tured to call in question, by applying them to the &st 
epistle of Paul to the Corinthians. 

(e) Dr. Schulz himself, who has laboured with so much 
seal and confidence to fix upon our ^istle the charge of 
peculiarities in style, expression, and favourite phrases, 
has, in another part of his work, and before liis mind 
became heated with this snbject, made the following re-^ 
marks, which are well worthy of attention. 

'' We give up words, and phrases, and thoughts, [in the 
epistle to the Hebrews,] which occur but seldom in the 
hooks of the New Testament, or in Paul's epistles. We 
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shall not insist upon llie airaj Myiy-tva or the ana^ Aoyi^rf/nna : 
for why must a writer of numerous works necessarily 
repeat, oftentimes, his ideas in general, or his favoorite 
phrases'? Why must he often do this in all his works, 
and not nse some of them merely in particular passages? 
Every writer will do the latter, and must do it, when, either 
hy accident or hy design, he falls only once upon some 
particular idea. But in regard to a writer, whose whole 
works we do not possess, (perhaps only a small part of 
them,) how can wc pronounce sentence upon many phrases 
and thoughts, or deduce any argument at all from them? 
And such is the case before us. What now appears, in 
the letters of Paul still extant, to be ai^a^ e'ip-^fi.evov, he may 
have said and written numberless times, in works now 
lost." p. 52. 

He then proceeds very justly to ask, < whether it is the 
design of any New Testament writer, in any one particular 
book, to represent the whole scheme of Christian doctrine, 
complete in all its parts 1 And if not, whether that, which 
in one book differs from the contents of another, is to he 
considered as departure or contradiction, in respect to that 
otherl' And then he adds, " It is quite sarprisiog, and 
deserving of reprobatiou, tliat any one should call in qaes- 
tion expressions against which no objections can be made, 
when they are consonant with the usus loquendi, and are 
genuine Greek ; and also, that any one should produce 
them as grounds of suspicion against a book, because they 
do not occur in other compositions of a similar nature. 
In the epistle to the Hebrews, there are many of this 
kind." p. 53. 

These remarks are no less just than striking. I freely 
give to them my entire and hearty approbation ; and I am 
willing, with such principles in view, to join issue with the 
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author, as to his list of words and phrases which he brings 
forward, in his attack upon our epistle. Nine parts in ten 
of all that he has advanced, of this nature, would be ex- 
eluded from the argument, by his own sentence. 

To reduce the view, which I must now give of the words 
and phrases adduced by Schijilz, to as short a compass as 
will be consistent with my design, I shall first remark on 
those words which require to be separately discussed ; and 
then, I shall class together those to which some general 
principle will apply in common. I follow mostly the order 
of Schulz, step by step, merely because this is more con- 
venient for those, who may wish to compare what is here 
written with the remarks of this author. 

I. Words and phrases, instead of which Paul employs other and different ones. 

(1.) ' £^\^/3eia, Heb. v. 7. xii. 28, is used in the sense of piety ^ 
devotednesa to God ; it is equivalent to eitai/ieia as employed by 
Paul, 1 Tim. ii. 2. iii. 16, &c. Neither of these writers employs 
the word used by the other.* p. 141. 

The sense of evXajSeia, in Heb. v. 7 9 it is altogether probable; is 
fear, which is the classical sense of the word ; and this is probably 
the sense, too, in Heb. xii. 28, as its adjunct aihovs seems to indicate. 
Schulz's objection is founded on an exegesis far from being certain, 
and indeed quite improbable. But if we allow his interpretation 
to be true, the objection amounts only to this, that Paul, at one 
time, has employed^ e^i/3eia (the proper Greek word) in order to 
express the idea of pietif ; and at another tiipe, in writing to the 
Hebrews, he has used evXa^cm, (corresponding to the Heb. HMI^ 

reverence, piety,) to express the same idea. What could be more 
natural for a Hebrew, than to do this ? 

(2.) ' Our author uses Sictiravrds ; Paul, ir^vrore, and very fret 
quently repeats it.' p. 141. 

Aiaxavrdf is common among the Evangelists, and in the Sep- 
tuagint. Paul usies it in the citation from the Old Testament, in 
Eom. xi. 10* Paul, then, was familiar with the word. In our 
VOL. !• 2 L 
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epistle^ it is found only twice ; viz. ix. 6. ziih 15. In this same 
^pi^tle we find the Pauline vrdyroTt also ; viz. in vii. 25. Now as 
to the epistle to the Romans, Galatians, Ephesians, and 2 Timothy, 
each has the word TraVrore hut once ; the first epistle to Timothy 
and that to Titus, not at all. If the fact that vavrore is used no 
more than once, is proof that our epistle is not Pauline, then 
surely these other epistles must he ranked in the same class. The 
same fdct must surely afibrd the same argument, in both cases. 
But as this proves more than Schulz is willing to allow, we may 
suppose he will not insist on such an argument. 

(3.) 'Our epistle uses avaKaivlceiv and eyKaivlSeiv: for which 
Paul employs avaKaivovv and avaveovaOai,* p. 142. 

'AvaKaivlSeiv occurs only once, Heb. vi. 6. 'EyicaiW^ecv but 
twice, Heb. ix. 18. x. 20. On the other hand, avaKatvovv is found 
in Paul only twice, 2 Cor. iv. l6. Col. iii. 10; and 6,vaveov<rdaihut 
once, Eph. iv. 23. Now as avaKaivlSut, avaKaiySut, and iiyayedt^, 
are all either of classic or Septuagint usage, and are of the same 
signification, the use of one or the other, so few times as they are 
employed in the Pauline epistles and in ours, can afibrd no argu- 
ment in favour of a different writer. As to eyxaivlSeiv to'conse^ 
erate^ to initiate, it is a verb of a dififerent meaning from the 
others, and is not used in the sense in which Paul employs either 
iivaKaiv6ta or avaveota. 

(4.) * There is, in our epistle, an abundance of verbs ending in 
*/Sai, such as can be no where else found in the New Testament, 
above all, in Paul's epistles.' p. 142. 

(a) The greater part of the verbs in -/£», produced by Schulz 
as appropriate to our epistle, are found often in the New Testa- 
ment, and in Paul ; viz. XoyiSeaBai, in other ^writers of the New 
Testament 6 times, in Paul 34, in the epistle to the Hebrews 
but once; ifi^avl^eiv, in New Testament 8, in Hebrews only 
twice; KarapriStiv, New Testament 5, Paul 5, Hebrews 3,; 
KadapiSeiv, New Testament 24, Paul 3, Hebrews 3; KOfxiStiy, 
^ew Testament 5, Paul 3, Hebrews 3 ; fjtefUietr, New Testament 
7, Paul 5, Hebrews 1 ; oplSeiv, New Testament 6, Paul 1, He- 
brews 1 ; iyyiSeiy, New Testament 38, Paul 2, Hebrews 2 ; 
X»piS€a^, New Testament 5, Paul 6, Hebrews 1 ; ^IStiv, New 
Testament 5, Paul 4, Hebrews 2 ; xaO/^eiy, New Testament 40, 
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Paul 4, Hebrews 4 ; 'xp^iiariitadaip New Testament 5, Paul 1, 
Hebrews 3. All these verbs, moreover, are common to the 
Septuagiot aud to classic Greek. 

(b) Other verbs of this class, adduced by Schulz, are used in 
our epistle only once ; viz. hvoKoyHeaQait xii. 3 ; hrraywyiieoda^, 
xii. 4 ; KaraywvUeadaif xi. 33 ; dearpi^eiy, x. 33 ; irplieiv, xi. 37 ; ' 
and TVfxwavlitaBat, xi. 35* The three last are denominatives , for 
which the Greek language offered no other forms; so that no 
choice^ in this case, was left to the writer. All of them are of 
classic- or Septuagint usage. 

(c) TipwToydiitiv^ Heb. iii. 10, is a quotation from the Septua- 
gint; of which the use of the same word, in iii. 17, is a simple 
repetition. 

It turns out, then, that of the great multitude of words in -/£m^ 
peculiar to our epistle, only six are employed, exclusively by it ; 
and of these six, three are denominatives^ and necessarily employed, 
as there was no choice of other forms ; while the other three 
occur but once each, and are all compound verbs, common to the 
Septuagint and to the classics. But Schulz has not ventured to 
present us with a view of the numerous verbs in -/foi, employed 
by the ^ew Testament writers and by Paul, which are not used at 
all in our epistle. Selecting only under a single letter, (as a speci- 
men of what might be gathered from the whole;) we find the fol- 
lowing, xadoTrXlSofiai, KarafitfidSofjiai, KarabiKaSu), icaraK\u£o/iai» 
KaraKprifivliw, KaToKidaiiap KaravaOefjuiTiSuff KaTawovriSo/jiai, arar- 
t^ovtriaiv, KarepyaSofiai, KaroTrrpl^ofAaif KavfiarlSu}, tcavrrfpta^oficuy 
KXaSio, KiOaplSta, KXvbtovi^ofjiai, icoXaSofiai, KoXaijHSw, KOvdSu, kov* 
il>iSkif KpdSiMff Kpavyd&»f, KpvaToXXiSti, icrlStit; twenty-four under 
only one letter ; which our author, with all his alleged partialities 
for 'ISiWf never uses. Surely this is an argument unfortunately 
chosen, and very incorrectly stated. 

(5.) ' 'Evr^XXeoOac is used in our epistle ; Paul uses TcapayykXXm, 
hiardaawy or krudactftim p. 145. 

^EvTiXXeaBai is employed only twice, ix. 20. xi. 22. In the 
New Testament it is used 15 times, although not employed by 
Paul. - Paul employs vapayyiXXta only in 1 Corinthians, 1 Thessa- 
lonians, 2 Thessalouians, and 1 Timothy ; diaraWoi^only in 1 Co- 
rinthians, Galatians, and Titus; eirir^eraai only once in Pbilemoo. 
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Do not these words differ as much- from each other, as each erf 
them does from erriXKeaOai; and will- DOt the reasoning, be the 
same, to prove that Galatians and Titus or Philemon are spurious, 
as that our epistle is? And what shall be said of all those 
epistles, where none of these words are at all employed 1 

(6.) * Our author employs KaBlita in a neuter sense, i. 3. viii. 1. 
X. 1 2. xii. 2 ; Paul employs this verb in a transitive sense/ p. 

143. 

In the quotation by Paul, 1 Cor. x. 7, it is used in a neuter 
sense ; as it is in 2 Thess. ii. 4. It has a transitive sense only in 
1 Cor. vi. 4. £ph. i. 20. . It occurs in no other case, in Paul, so 
that his usage is equally divided. In our epistle, it occurs in th® 
same formula, in all the four instances where it is employed ; and 
all of these instances refer to Ps.cx. 1, (Sept. cix. 1,) where is the 
like usage of Kadov, 

(7.) * Abstract appellations of God, such as Qpovos rfjs \cipirot, 
wvevfia Tfjs 'xjapiros, dpovos rfjs fxeyaXoavvris, are unheard of in PauFs 
writings.' p. 144. 

What then is Tcvevfia 6.ynaffvvris, Rom. i. 4 ; d€i6rtjSf i. 20 ; 
iiXifieiav tov Oeov, true God, i. 25 ; also i^cvSos, false gody ibid. ; 
and iryevfAa SfafjSf viii. 2? Is the usage of employing abstract 
words for concrete ones, foreign to the style of Paul ? Every one 
who reads this apostle with attention, will be able to answer this 
question. 

(8.) * Our epistle calls Christ awavyatrfxa rfjs Bd^rfSf i. 3 ; Paul 
says, elKvDv tov Qeov hopdrov, 2 Cor. iv. 4. Col, i. 15, and fiop^ 
Geov in Phil. ii. 6.* p. 144. 

Is not f(op0J7 Qtov as different from eiKiliv Qeov hopdrov, as 
awavyaafia rfjs idfyjs is, from the same 1 And if this argument 
prove any thing, does it not prove that the epistle to the Philip- 
pians, which employs /lo^o^j) Qeov, (and not eUwy @eov,) must also 
be spurious ? 

(9.) * In our epistle, KaKovyi(»f is used, xi. 37* xiii. 3 ; Paul uses 
BXlfiut instead of this.* p. 145. 

Paul uses tneyoxtifpeofjLat three times, in his second epistle to the 
Corinthians, (aud not once any where else,) to express the same 
idea that he flsewhere expresses by dXifiuf. Is this epistle there- 
fore spurious? 
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(10.) *Our epistle employs ivdvfirftns 2Lnd iv$foia, for which 
t^aul uses iiaXoytcrfjLos and XoyitrfiSt.* p. 145. 

Aoyi(r/ji6s is- fouod 2 Cor. x. 4.; bat biaXoyitrfids in Romans, first 
Corinthians, Philippians, and first Timothy. Is the second Co- 
rinthians spnriouSy because it does not use bia\oyi(rfx6s1 

(11.) ' Our epistle uses iiKXiviis ; for which Paul employs eipdios, 
a/ieraKivriTOs, or fxrl fieraKiyoTifievos,* p. 145. 

'AK\iyfi5 is used once only, Heb. x. 23. So afieTaKlrriTos is used 
only in 1 Cor. xv. 58, and fifj fieraKivovfievos only in Col. i. 23. 
Now as in first Corinthians and in Colossians both, Piaul uses khpaion 
as well as these words, in order to express the same idea, shall the 
like choice of a synonyme, in another letter, be denied him ? And ^ 
is it reasonable that it should expose his letter to the charge of 
spuriousness, because that, out of various synonymes, be has 
sometimes taken one, and sometimes another 1 

(12.) * Sv/uxaOely, fierpioTaOeXy, and iraOeiv, are current in our 
epistle; Paul uses trvfivatrxeiv^nd Tratrxecv.* p. 145. 

Paul uses Traerxe^i' five times only, in four of which the present 
tense is required, and of course this form must be used, as there 
is no present wadiw. He also employs iTcaOere twice ; viz. in Gal. 
iii. 4. and 1 Thess. ii. 14. Our epistle has this same form, but 
only three times, v. 8. ix. 26. xiii. 12. Here then are the same 
forms, in both Paul and our epistle. Besides, are not ira^ai, 
.<rvfi7ra(r)(u}, and avfiTraOeut, commingled forms, and every where 
exciianged for each other ? As to fierptoxaOeiy, it is used but 
once, Heb. v. 2, and is there employed in its classical sense, 

(13.) * In our epistle, we find fAcriax'^t KaTdff\wfiey ; but in Paul, 
fACTiyetv, Karixety.* p. 145. 

Once only is fieriffxe used, Heb; ii. 14. On the other hand, the 
Pauline fi€T€x<uy is also employed once, in Heb. v. 13. Besides, 
in all Paul's acknowledged epistles, fierkxta occurs only five times, 
And all of these are in the first epistle to the Corinthians. Is this 
the only epistle which is genuine 1 

As to KaTaa\taix€yy it is found in our epistle only twice, iii. 6. 
iii. 14; while the alleged Pauline xar^X^iv ^^ ^'^^ used in x. 43. 
Besides, are not both of these one and the same verb, in different 
tenses? And may not the writer of difierent epistles employ even 
a different tense of the same verb, when' the case demands it. 
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without hazarding the reputation of his letters in respect to 
genuineness 1 

(14.) 'Verbal nouns feminine, particularly such as end in •ais, 
are unusually frequent in our epistle ; and, when put in .the accusar 
tive by els, they are employed instead of the inf. mode with els to 
before it ; which latter is the construction that Paul employs, even 
to excess, and in a manner not consentaneous with Greek idiom*' 
p. 146. 

Paul is no stranger to the employment of nouns in •^au with •!$ 
before them in the ace, in the sense of the inf. mode with eis ri; 
e. g. Rom. i. 17. lii. 25. v. 18. xiv. 1. 1 Cor. xi. 24, 25. In 
regard to other fern, nouns, put in the ace. with els, and used as 
the inf. with els to, see Rom. i. 5. 16. iii. 7* v. 16. vi. 19. 22. iz. 
21 bis, 22, 23. x. 1. 10. xi. 9* xv. 18. xvi. 26. 1 Cor. i. 9. ii. 7. 
V. 5. X. 31. xvi. 15. All these cases have respect to nouns fern, 
only ; very many cases might be added of nouns of the masculine 
form, employed in the same way. The above instances of the 
feminine forms are selected from only two epistles of Paul. I have 
found more than f«rty cases, of the same kind, in his remaining 
acknowledged epistles. 

On the other hand ; as to the excessive and unclassical use of 
the inf. with eis t6, by Paul, I do not find it to be as SchuJz has 
stated it. In Romans, I find fifteen cases of infinitives with els ro ; 
in 1 Cor. there are five cases ; in 2 Cor. there are four ; in Gal. 
one ; in Eph. three ; in Phil, four ; in Col. not one ; in 1 Tiro.^ 2 
Tim., Titus, and Philemon, not one. But in our epistle, wq have 
the inf* with els t6, in ii. 17* vii. 25. viii.3. ix. 14. 28. x. 2 (dm 
ro),.x. 15 (jjieTaro), xii. 10. xiii. 21 ; i.e. seven cases, just the same 
as the Pauline ones, and two more (x. 2. 15.) of the same oatare. 
If the want of /regency with respect to this constructioo proves 
tlie spuriousness of our epistle ; what does the same thing prove, 
in respect to the longer epistle, galled the first to the Corinthians, 
which exhibits it only Jive times 1 And what is to be said of the 
five epistles named above, which do not at all exhibit iSmfav&iarite 
construction df PajiU 

In regard to the frequency of nouns ending in 'tns, the proportion 
is not greater than in several of the Pauline epistles ; as any one 
may determine by oonsultiug a Greek Concordance. 
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(15.) ' Our epistle uses vapofyofi6s; Paul 8fi\o$,* p. 148* 
napofyfffxos is used only once» Heb» x. 24, and there not in tke 
sense of Sfikos, 
(16.) 'Our epislle uses frpefffivrepoi for ancients: Paul uses 

Toripes,' p. 149* 

Paul uses iraripes, in this way, only in Rom. ix. 5. xi. 28. xv. 8. 
As to wpevfivrepoit it is a common word for D^^j^T» ancients. Matt, 
xy. 2. Mark vii. 3. 5. also Sept. What should hinder Paul from 
selecting either of these synonymes at his pleasure ? 

(17*) 'Our author uses vpofiXiwofjiai; Paul uses TrpoerotfiaSiap 
vpoopiSio, ^poriOfifjii, Our author uses iLvrucaOlarjifu ; Paul Slv 
eitmifii/ p. 149. 

UpofiXhrofiai occurs only in xi. 40, and is synonymous, in some 
of its meanings, with the other verbs named. Besides, is there not 
as much departure from uniformity, in employing the several 
words, irpo€TOtfi6^ta, irpoopUta, vporldrffii, as there is in using 
vpofiXi'irofiail And is not &vnKaSlartifn a classic and Sept. word, 
and synonymous with iLpOitniifti t Mnst a writer never employ but 
one and the same word ? 



11. Words employed in the epistle to the Hebrews in a sense different £roxn that 

in which Paul ases them. 

Some of the objections, drawn from words of this class, have 
already been noticed above. 

(18.) * MaKpoSviila, /iaKpoOvfielv means patient waiting or ex- 
pectation, in our epistle ; in Paul, it means lenity towards others,* 
p. 150. 

Paul employs it in other senses than that of lenity, £. g. Col. 
i. II, patient endurance of evil; so 2 Tim. iii. 10 prob. iv. 2, see 
WahFs Lex. In the same sense it is probably used, in Heb. vi. 

12. 15. But if tbis be not allowed ; it is enough to say that 
fkoKpc&vfda, in th^ sense of patient expectation^ is agreeable to 
Hellenistie usage. See Job vii. 16 Sept., and James v. 7, 8. 

(190 * KoraXc/^co-Oai and aitoktiwefrQai are used, by our author, 
in th« sense of restore, retiquum esse; they are not so used by 
Paul.' p. 150. 

KaraXeiireirOcii is ustd, acHvefy, in the like sense, in Rom« xi; 4; 
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and this sense is classic and Hellenistic. 'ATroXelv&rdai is used in 
the active voice by Paul, in 2 Tim. iv. 1 3. 20, in a sense as kindred 
to the use of it in our epistle (where it is passive), as one of these 
voices can be to the other, in regard to a verb of this nature. 

(20.) 'YnSffraais, in our epistle, has a different sense from t&at 
in Paul's epistles.' p. 150. 

I am not able to perceive the difference between vwotnatris ia 
2 Cor. ix. 4. xi. 17, and in Heb. iii. 14. xi. 1. These are all the 
instances in which this word is employed by Paul or in our epistle, 
excepting Heb. i. 3, where the word is used in the classical sense 
of the later Greek writers. See Wahl's Lex. on viroaraais, . 

(21.) ' Aoyos, in Hebrews, means word given, assurance, decla- 
ration : in Paul, doctrine, command, word in opposition to deed.* 
p. 150. 

So in Heb. xiii. 7, \6yos means doctrine, as also in v. 13. vi« 1. 
On the other hand, in 1 Cor. xv. 54, it means assurance or decla- 
ration; as also in Rom. ix. 6. 9* 1 Cor. iv. 19* 2 Cor. i. 18. 
1 Tim. i. 15. iii. 1. iv. p. Surely there is no ground for distinc- 
tion here. In the sense of account, too, Paul and our epistle 
agree; e.g. Rom. xiv. 12. Heb. iv. 13. xiii. 17 , 

(22.) ' Ta^is, in Hebrews, means series, succession ; Paul uses it 
for good order, arrangement/ p. 150. 

Ta^is, in the Septuagint, answers to TDSpS prescribed order or 

arrangement, Froy, xxix/ 24 [xxxi. 26]; to ^ly, Job xxviii. 13, 
Aquila's translation. In the Sept. Job xxiv. 5. xxxvi. 28, it has 
the sense of prescribed arrangement. This sense fits, equally 
well, 1 Cor. xiv. 40. Col. ii. 5. and all the cases where it is 
used in our epistle ; viz. v. 6. 10. vi. 20. vii. 11. 17. 21. all of 
which are merely the same instance of ro^u repeated. But, even 
if this exegesis be not admitted, still, it is enough to say, . that 
ra^is is employed in both the senses named by Schulz, in the Sep- 
tuagint Greek, and also in classic authors. May not Paul, like 
any other writer, employ the word, in different parts of bis 
writings, (as he does a multitude of other words,) with different 
shades of meaning 1 

(23.) * nXeiW is used by our author in the sense, of prastanii^r : 
by Paul, only for more.' p. 151. 

lu Heb. iii. .3. vii, 23> irXeliar in used in tbe sense almore*; cer« 
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fainly ia the last instaDce. On the other haod, in the sense of 
prastantior, it occurs only once, xi. 4. And this sense is sup« 
ported both by classic and Septuagint usage. 



III. FaTOorite expressions, and pecaliar phraseology. 

Of these, Schulz has collected together a great number ; so 
great, that if they are truly what he names them, they must render 
the genuineness of our epistle suspected, to every critical reader* 
But whether he has rightly attributed to these words and ex- 
pressions the characteristics which he gives them, remains to be 
examined. 

(24.) ' The use of yap, in our epistle, is excessive ; so much so, 
that a translator, if he means to avoid misleading his readers, must 
often pass it over unnoticed. Paul is less frequent in the use of 
this particle ; and employs it only in cases where it has a meaning.' 
p. 152. 

In the New Testament before me^ the epistle of Paul to the 
Romans occupies fourteen pages ; that to the Hebrews, ten. In 
Romans, I find yap one hundred and forty-five times, i. e. on an 
average, more than ten to a page ; in our epistle, I find it ninety- 
one times, i. e. on an average, a little more than nine to a page* 
So much for this favourite particle of the author of our epistle. 

(25.) ^ The words irpoa<j>ip€iv and irpoofop&y are used times 
almost without number, in our epistle, in respect to Christ's 
offering up himself before God, by means of his death ; Paul does 
not use the verb at all, nor the noun but once, Eph. v. 2, in this 
sense.' p. 153. 

Theses words are employed in respect to the offering by Christ, 
in Heb. ix. 14. 25. 28. x. 10. 12. 14. six instances; which, con- 
sidering the nature of the comparison between Christ's death and 
the Jewish offerings, is rather to be wondered at for unfrequent, 
than for frequent occurrence. But is it not truly surprising, that 
Schulz shoujd produce, as examples which have respect to the 
offering made by the death of Christ, irpoa^kptiv and Tpoa^opd in 
Heb. V. 1. 3. 7. viii. 3, 4. ix. 7. p. x. 1, 2. 5. 8. 11. 18. xi. 4, 
17. xii. 71 all of which refer to Jewish offerings, excepting xii. 7, 
which has wholly another sense. Nor is the language of our 
VOL. I. 2 M 
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epistle limited to vpotT^fteiv and vpotn^opa. The writer uses 
hya^ipia^ in vii. 27 bis, ix. 28. xiii. 15 ; which is also used by other 
New Testament writers, e. g. James ii. 21. 1 Pet. ii. 5. 24. As to 
the frequency with which vpoo^pd is used, it is found only in ^vt 
instances; two of these (x. 5. 8) are quotations horn the Old 
Testament; and the other three, (x. 10. 14. 18,) are all plainly 
occasioned by the quotations just named, as they are employed lo 
rea^roning upon it. No where else, in our epistle, does the writer 
use this word; but he employs Qvaia no less than fifteen times, 
which word Paul has also employed five times. Considering the 
nature of the discussion in our epistle, is there any ground for the 
objection made by Schulz ? 

(26.) * *£yy/$eiv r^ 0e^, and irpotripxcarBai rf Qef are frequent 
forms in our epistle; but not so in Paul.' p. 153. 

The first of these phrases occurs only once, vii. 19. The /rf- 
quency of it, therefore, should not have been alleged. But the 
same verb as applied to ftW, is used in Heb. x. 25, and in Rom. 
xiii. 12. That eyylSeiv rf &ef was a usual form of Hebrew Greek, 
is evident from James iv. 8. 

In respect to vpotripxeorBai, it is nearly a synonyme with iyyiSeir, 
and is used a great number of times in the New Testament, and by 
Paul in 1 Tim. vi. 3, but in the figurative sense of attending to, 
giving heed to. The use of it in our epistle, (it is employed 
seven times,) is occasioned by its correspondence with the Hebrew 

H^j^n, which describes the action of approaching God with an 

• 

offering: an idea which, from the nature of the comparisons 
instituted, must of necessity frequently occur. 

(27«) ' Such forms as XafJifiayeiv ireipav — fjLterSaTroiofrlav — 
&PX^y — n/Lii}i' — V€Kpovs — eirayyeKiay — eirayyeX/as, are frequent^ and 
peculiar to our epistle.' p. 153. 

In Paul, too, we have Xafifiaveiv xapiv — &wo(rro\^v — 
ffrifieiov — KaraWayiiv-'—wepuraelap—ail^opfiiiy — irrevfjia — iovXeiaf — 
TTPevfJia vloOetrlat — xpl/ia — wvev/xa tov ic6a/iov — fiivddv — Ppafieiov^ 
orifavov — Aprov — oiKohoiiiiv — oyj^dfyiov — vfi&s — jrpdawicov^-^iTrayye' 
\(ay — fiop<l>iiy — eyroXfiy — ^ofjiyriffiy. Is not this equally pecu- 
liar ? 

(28.) *^a^Kti^ and the compounds and derivates of nOivcu, are 
tifitfnki% frequent in our epistle.' p. 154. 
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£kia&iKri is employed by Paul, nine times ; but in our epistle, 
where the nature of the comparison lies between the old covenant 
and the new, the more frequent use of this word was altogether to 
be expected. Out of the seventeen instances, however, in which 
our author uses it, six are quoted from the Old Testament, viz. viii. 
8, 9 bis, 10. ix. 20. x. l6 ; and tliree more are in phrases trans- 
ferred from the Old Testament, viz. ix. 4 bis, x. 29 ; so that eight 
instances only belong properly to our author's style. Could a less 
number than this be rationally expected, considering the nature of 
the discussion ? 

As to the uncommonly frequent use of the compounds and deri* 
yates of ri&rifii, in bur epistle, the following is the result of com- 
parison. AiaWdi7/xi, four times in Hebrews, two of which are in 
quotations, viz. viii. 10. x. l6. In the other two cases, the word 
is employed in a sense different from the one usual in the New Tes- 
tament, viz. ix. l6, 17* MeraBeais is one of the &va^ XeyS/jieya of 
our epistle ; (see on these § 29)* Meraridfi/n is used three times ; 
also in Gal. i. 6 ; &d€T€iv, Hebrews once, Paul six times ; adirritnt, 
Hebrews twice; vofiodereXVf Hebrews twice (vofioBeala in Rom. ix. 
4) ; €irlde<ris, Hebrews once, Paul twice ; irpoOetns, Hebrews once, 
Paul six times ; dTor/Oi^fcc, Hebrews once, Paul four times. Can 
the position of Schulz be supported, when the result of investiga- 
tion turns out thusi 

(29.) 'TeXeioifv, to bring to perfection, to advance to thehighe$t 
mark, is ^favourite expression of our epistle.' p. 154* 

It is so employed in ii, 10. v. 9- vii. 28. xii. 23 ; but in a dif- 
ferent acceptation in vii. 19. ix. 9. X. 1. 14. xi. 40; perhaps the 
last instance belongs to the other category. To the former 
alleged peculiar sense of reXeti^ai, Paul is no stranger, Phil. iii. 12. 
comp. 2 Cor. xii. 9. Other Hellenists, also, employ it in the same 
manner ; Luke xiii. 32. The derivate forms, reXeliaau and reXetoVi^f, 
vii. 11. xii. 2, occur once only in this epistle. TeXeiuots, also in 
Luke i. 45. 

(30.) ' Kpelrrtav is employed frequently, by our author, in a 
sense altogether peculiar, viz. in the sense of more excellent,^ p. 
154. 

In the same sense Paul uses it, 1 Cor. xii. 31 ; a sense, nioreOver> 
which is common to classic and Hellenistic usage. 
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(31.) ^ Albfvios 18 unusually frequent; e. g. ait^vios joined witk 
4fiarripla''^Kpl/jia'^-^irvevfjia — Xvrpvau — xXripovofjiia — iiad^Kij, &c/ p« 
154. 

But Paul uses aldfvios iuii^^-ypdvos — Qw — fiiipos — aldtvia /9Xc- 
v6fjL€ya — aibfvios oXeBpos — ^opaKXriais — ^ifp<!iro«— idjiy, Panl uses the 
word twenty-four times ; our epistle only six. 

(32.) * Znaii and i^v are used very frequently by our author^ lb 
^tnot» perpetuity f lasting continuance** p. 155. 

So they are by Paul ; e. g. Rom. ix. 2ff. 2 Cor. iii. 3. vi. l6. 
1 Thess. i. 9- 1 Tim. iii, 15« iv. 10; and this sense is frequent in 
the New Testament. 

(33.) * The frequent use of iras in the singular, in our epistle, is 
striking.' p. 155. 

Our epistle makes ten pages in the edition of the New Testa^ 
ment lying before me ; and I find irasy in the singular, sixteen times 
in it, i. e. on an average, about once and a half to each page. The 
epistle to the Ephesians makes four and a half pages, and I find 
the same vas in it twenty-three times, i. e. on an average more than 
^se times to each page. So much for the strikingly frequent use 
of iras in our epistle 1 

(34.) ' The words 6Qev,x^9^^^ eavwep, and aivraroy, are unusually 
frequent in our epistle.' p. 155. 

"OSey is not used in the acknowledged epistles of Paul, (see, in 
respect to &ira^ Xeyofxeya, § 29 ;) but in the New Testament it is 
common. Xiufiis Paul uses fifteen times. 'Edyirep is peculiar to 
Hebrews, and occurs thrice. -AhvvaTOP is employed four times in 
our epistle, twice by Paul, and four times by the other writers of 
the New Testament. 

(35.) ' Compounds of words with eir, are favourite forms with 
our author.' p. 155. 

The following results will show how far this is well founded. 
'EiOeros occurs in Hebrews once; eiOvrjis, once; evapevroy. He* 
brews 1, Paul 8 ; evapearita, Hebrews 3 ; ehapearSfs, Hebrews X ; 
ciXa/3cca, Hebrews 2 ; eiXafiiofiat, Hebrews 1 ; eifwoda, Hebrews 
1 ; einreplararos, Hebrews 1 ; ebXoylaf Hebrews 2, Paul 9 ; e^XiH 
yeiv, Hebrews 6, Paul 8 ; evKaipos, Hebrews 1 ; ev^oicetv, Hebrews 
3, Paul n. 
On the other hand^ compare the compounds of this sort in Paul, 
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which do not occur io our epistle ; viz. eiryeri^s, ehayyiKiov, ehay- 
yeXiarijs, evSoic/a, ehepyevla, €h04tas, ebxaipiia, eifKaipufs, eiXoyrjirdgp 
€vyoia, ehfjLtrdioroSf ehohovfiaiy evirpooheKTos, elirp6aehpos, einrpoaunriv^ 
ehtriPeia, ehaePeiy, chaefi&s, evaii/JLOSf evmrXayxyos, ebtFj^rffidyios, ei* 
(rXrifidyTi, ehtryiffuay, ehrpaweXia, elil>rjfna, ewprifios, eh^palpw, eh' 
Xopifnito, €vj(apiefTla, €hj(aptaros, e^pritrros, €{f\j/v)(ita, ehutbla. Can 
there be any foundation, now, for the assertion of Schulz 1 

(d6.) ' Compounds with &v& are unusually frequent, in our 
author.' p. 156. 

The fact stands thus. Once only are avaiix^fiai, iLvaOet^piw, 
iLvuKatyliw, h.y6ywy &yaKAfA'jrTv,iLyaXoyi$ofjLai,&yaaTavp6ta, dyariXXta, 
used in our epistle. *Aya^kpw is employed four times. In Paul, 
on the other hand, we find, ayafialvta 7» iivayyiXXia 2, StyayivdMricia 
8, iiy&yytafru 2, avdyw 1, iLya^dfo 2, iLya^iawpiia 1, &yaOaXX(it I, 
kydBefia 5, hyaKaiytairis 2, lLyaKaiv6ia 1, dvaicaXvirrai 2, hvaKti^O' 
Xaiofiai 2, 6.yaK6inta '2, avaiepiyia 10, iLyaXafjiP&yta 4, iiydXvais I, 
iiyaX^w 1, &yaX((rKaf 1, iLPaXoyia 1, ayafxivia 1, dyayeoia 1, dyayrii^w 
1; kyaijLO% 1, dyaljiws 2, ayaww&ta ^^ kyawifiwia 1, ayattoXoyryros 2, 
dFaTX]]p($ai 5, dvaorarooi 1, ayatiOrifAi 1, dyarpiirtif 2, dyaif/vxo) I ; 
all of which are wanting in the epistle to the Hebrews. Is there 
any want of frequencif, in compounds of this sort, in the writings 
of Paul? Rather is there not even a want of frequency, with 
respect to words of this class, in our epistle ? 

(37.) * Good periods, with comparisons by Saoy — rooovro, with 
ei y&p — ttSis hi, with KaOus, &c. are not so frequent in Paul's 
writings as here/ p. 156. 

In what other epistle has Paul had so frequent occasion for 
comparisons t 

(38.) * Ifarripia, in the sense of Christian happiness, is peculiar 
to our epistle. 'AyriXoyla is also peculiar.' p. 156. 

(a) Our epistle does not limit the word tnarripla to such a sense. 
It is employed in its usual acceptation, in ii. 10. xi. 7» and probably 
in V. 9- vi. 9* i^* 28. On the other hand, Paul uses awTripla for 
Christian happiness, Rom. x. 1. 10. xi. 11. Eph. i. 13. 1 Thess. 
V. 8, 9. 2 Thess. ii. 13. 2 Tim. iii..l5. (b) As to dyriXoyia, it 
is not found, it is true, in Paul's acknowledged epistles ; but it is 
in Jude v. 1 1 ; and the verb dyriXiyta, is in Rom. x. 21. Tit. i. 9. 
11. 9. 
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(39*) 'MapTvpeiy and fjLafnvpeiirOai, in the sense of tearing 
honorary testimony, are peculiar to our epistle/ p. 156. 

They are not. See Rom. x. 2. 1 Tim. v. 10 ; and often in the 
gospels^ as may be seen in any of the New Testament lexicons. 

(40.) ' The following habitual expressions^ so often employed by 
Paul, are wanting in our epistle ; viz. oh SiXut vfids ayvoeip—OiXm 
v/xds eibivai — rovro hi ^ly/ic — yvwpiSut (yvtupiSofiev) bk vfuy — ot&i 
yap — o*ibafJi€y bi &c. — yivucrKeiy bk vfids jiovXofjiai — tI oZy kpovfity 
— dXX' kpei Tis — kpeis oZy /iOi — fj ayvoeire — /ayI yivoiro — rl oZv — rt 
yap—^pa oly — fieyovyye.* p. 157 seq. 

If the want of these forms of expression in our epistle proves it 
to be spurious, then the same argument must prove a great part of 
Paul's epistles to be so. £. g. oh OiXw vfids kyyotiy is not in Gala- 
tiansy Pbilippians, Colossians, 2 Thessalonians, 1 Timothy, 2 Timo* 
thy, Titus, Philemon. Favourite as Schulz represents this phrase 
to be, it is found only in Romans twice, 1 Corinthians twice ; and 
in 2 Corinthians, oh yap diXo/jiey v/jids ayvoeiy once. 

QiXw bk v/jias eibiyai is once in 1 Cor. xi* 3, and wanting in all 
the other Pauline epistles ; an expression, therefore, singularly 
favourite* 

TovTo bi (fiJi/jiL is in 1 Corinthians twice, and wanting in all the 
rest of PauFs works. 

TywplSta (yytifplSofiev) bk h/jiiyf Paul uses four times. The verb 
is employed some twenty times, in all his epistles, but not in the 
formula mentioned by Schulz. 

OlSa, oiba/icy, &c. is used often by Paul, indeed unusually so; 
in our epistle less frequently. In x. 30 we have o1,bafi€y, and five 
other cases of derivates from eibta or eibiia occur. 

FtyufffKeiy bk ifias fioiiXo/iai, occurs only in Phil. i. 12. 

T/ oZy ipovfiey^ in Romans six times, and no wfiere else* 
Which then is spurious, the epistle to the Romans, or all the 
others ? 

'E^eifi oZy fjtoi, only twice, Rom. ix. IQ, xi. 19. 

'Epei Tisp only once, 1 Cor. xv. 37. 

"^H dy voecre, only twice, Rom. vi. 3. vii. 1. 

M^ yiyqiro, only in Galatians and Romans. 

T/ yap, not in Galatians, Ephesians, Colossians, first Thessalo- 
nians, second Thessalonians, first Timothy, second Timothy, Titus. 
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HI olv, not Hi any of Paul's epistles, except Romans, first Co- 
rinthians and Galatians. 

"Apa olv, only in the epistle to the Romans, Galatians once, 
Ephesians once, first Thessalonians once, second Thessalonians 
once. *'Apa is used by our author too, iv. 9. xii. 8. 

Mevovvye, in Romans, Philippians ; but no where else in Paul's 
epistles. 

Certain is it, then, that the same argument which would prove 
the spuriousness of our epistle, would also prove the spuriousness 
of more or less of Paul's acknowledged epistles ; for there is not 
a single phrase mentioned by Schulz, in all his list of '* favourite 
expressions often repeated by Paul," which is not wanting in more 
or less of his acknowledged epistles. The words olba, oiiafiev^ &c. 
only, are to be excepted. Many of these favouritisms we see, too, 
upon examination, turn out to belong only to some single epistle ; 
e. g. diXta hk vfids elhivat, rovro bi 0i7fi(, yivktiTKeiy bk vfxas j3oi/Xofiac, 
tI oZv ipovfieVf epeisoZv fioi, epei ris, and fj liyyoeire. It is difficult 
to conceive how a man of Schulz's intelligence, . could willingly 
risk the hazard of such arguments as these. 

I have omitted no argument of a philological nature, which Dr. 
Schulz has brought forward, excepting a few &na^ Xeyofxeva, of 
which I shall hereafter take notice. If the reader hesitates in 
regard to the sufficiency of some parts of the answers to Schulz, 
which I have Jaid before him, I request him to suspend his decision, 
until he shall liave read through the sequel ; in which the general 
method of argument used by Schulz and Seyfiarth, will be the 
subject of further observation. Before I proceed to this, however, 
the allegations of Seyffarth, (in cases wherein they differ from those 
of Schulz, and from those made by Bertholdt and others, which 
have already been examined,) must be considered. I do not aiin 
at writing a regular review of Seyffarth's whole book ; but merely 
to pass in review such arguments of his, as have not already been 
examined, omitting only those, on which it cannot well be supposed 
that he placed any important reliance. 
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§ 28. Objections of Seyffarth examined, 

I shall first examine the objections drawn from the 
alleged '' peculiarity of the matters treated of in our 
epistle. 

(1.) 'Paul concerns himself only with those churches 
he himself established. He was not the founder of any 
church purely Hebrew. The person who, in our epistle, 
addresses the Hebrews, must have sustained a relation to 
them very different from that which Paul sustained.' § 47. 

Is any thing plainer, however, through the whole epistle, 
than the fact, that the writer of it was not a founder or 
bishop of the church whom he addresses ? Not a hint of 
either of these relations is discoverable. The circum- 
stances, then, agree altogether with the condition of Paol, 
who did not found, or preside over, the Hebrew churches. 

But the assumption, that Paul never concerned himself 
with any churches of which he was not himself the founder, 
is manifestly erroneous. Did not this apostle write his 
epistle to the Romans, before he ever saw Rome ? See 
Rom. i. 13. XV. 24. Are not the expressions, in this epistle, 
as affectionate and as authoritative, to say the leasts as in 
the epistle to the Hebrews ? Paul, surely, had a very deep 
sympathy and tender concern for his Jewish brethren. See 
Rom. ix. 1 seq. x. 1 seq. xi. 1 seq. Compare, for expressions 
of kindness, Heb. vi. 10 seq. x. 32 seq., in particular v. 34, 
if the reading h(rfjt.oi$ fjt^ov be adopted ; and Titmann, in his 
recent edition of the New Testament, has adopted it. 

(2.) ' Paul no where treats formally of the dignity of 
Jesus ; nor does he any where employ such arguments as 
our epistle exhibits, against defection from Christianity/ 
p. 104. 
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Paul no where else treats of the resorrectioo, in sneh a 
manner as the 1 Cor. xv. does ; nor of many other snbjectSi 
discussed in that epistle ; does it follow, that Panl did not 
write the first epistle to the Corinthians^ because it has 
these pecutiarities ? Besides, the fact is not correctly 
stated by Seyffarth. Surely Rom. ix. 5. Eph. i. 2U— 28. 
Phil. ii. 6 — ^11. Col. i. 13 — ^19, contain something about the 
dignity of Christ; not to mention many other passages. 
That the apostle has no where, except in our epistie, 
entered into a formal comparison of Christ with others, 
is true ; but it is enough to say, that no where else did 
file occasion demand it. 

(3.) ' Paul every where inveighs against Jewish opinions; 
urges justification xwjU ipy»v vo/xou, and Ix iri<rT€cos ; dwells 
<m the glorious advent of the Messiah ; and urges the equal! 
right of the Gentiles to the blessings of the Christian re*- 
ligion. Not a word of all this, in the epistle to the Hebrews.' 
p. 105. 

And where is there any thing of all this, in the first 
epistle to the Corinthians? Must a writer alwaysspeak of 
the very same subjects, and in the same way ? And if he 
does not, but speaks jmco re nata, is it any just ground of 
suspicion, that such of his letters as are not exactly like 
certain other ones, cannot be genuine? 

(4.) 'It is wonderful, that our epistle should represert 
the devil as the cause of death, ii. 14 ; Paul knows. nothing 
ef such a cause, see 2 Tim. i. 10. 1 Cor. xv. 55.' .p. 106. 

This objection is built on an exegesis <^ Heb. ii. 14, which 
cannot be supported ; see the Commentary* oh this pasn 
sage. But if the exegesis were correct, it would not follow; 
that the apostle might not, in one passage, express a aea* 
timent which he has no where else expressed.. Saa. f/ir 
example, ICor. xv. 22^-28. After all,, it is.noi 
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Paul does not recognise Satan as the author of the con- 
demning sentence which Adam incurred ; see 1 Tim. ii. 13, 
1-1. 2Cor. xi. 3, comp. with Rom. v. 12 aeq. 

(5.) ' Paul, when he writes to any church, enters into a 
particular consideration of all their wants, and woes, and 
dangers; e. g. in his epistles to the Romans, Corinthians, 
and Galatians.' p. 107 seq. 

And does Paul any where show a deeper sympathy for 
those whom he addresses, than the writer of our epistle 
exhibits ? Most every epistle which a man writes, be de 
omni tcibili, or de omni re possibili? As Paul was not 
bishop of the church whom he addresses in our epistle, it 
was not to be expected that he would use the same degree 
of freedom, in all respects, which he uses in some others of 
his epistles. Particularly, may we well suppose, that he 
would be sparing in localities and personalities, if bis 
epistle was designed to be encyclical; as we have good 
reason to believe it was. 

(6.) 'Our epistle every where urges to TiAiiifTijTa ; not so 
Paul. With our author, too, the sonship of Christ is the 
great nt^imis of religion; not so in Paul. See ICor. iii- 
11, where it is reckoned as thefoundation. Where too has 
Paul compared Christ to the angels?* p. 110. 

That Paul does not urge forward those whom he ad- 
dresses, to a higher degree of Christian knowledge and 
virtue, is an allegation which I believe to be novel, and 
which needs to be met only when something is brought 
forward to substantiate it. As to the doctrine of Christ's 
Sonship being reckoned as the foundation of Christianity, 
I find nothing of it in I Cor. iii. II, where Christ, in his me- 
diatorial person or character simply, is presented. That 
Paul's acknowledged epistles have not run a parallel be- 
tween Christ and the angels, is true enough; but how are 
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we ta show that Paul never coald da this io one epistle, 
because he has not done it in another? 

(7.) 'There is more pare and continuous argument in 
our epistle, than in those of Paul.' 

There is more pure and continuous argument in the 
epistle to the Romans, than there is in the epistles to the 
Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, and Thessalonians ; 
but is this any proof» that Paul did not write the latter 
epistles ? And must the tenor of all the epistles which any 
man writes, however diverse the occasion and the subject 
may be, always be one and the same ? 

(8.) 'Paul cites the Old Testament with great freedom, 
at one time following the Septuagint, and at another, the 
Hebrew. Our author keeps close to the Septuagint.' 

The case is too strongly stated. It is not exactly correct* 
in either respect. But if it were, it does not follow, that 
in writing to those who had the Greek Scriptures in their 
own hands, and were habitually conversant with them> 
Paul would not keep closer than usual to the words of the 
ancient oracles. It is altogether natural that he should 
do so. 

I. ObjectionB drawn from peculiar phrases. 

(9.) * The following phrases are sui generis, and maxime 
peculiares, in our epistle ; viz. hot^opinpov SvofjiM. xAijpoyojxeiy, 
,ehon iU ^otripot, Wf p orefayoSy, ir«roifloTa ehou, afX^v A«/A^ayf iv 
XoX^crai, Apxiegsi^ t^^ OfAoXoyius, iMpruqm rm KiXa\viiJt,iv(ttV, 
7rap^<rta ry^s iXvtios, vroiytiot, t^j apx'J^ '^^ Xoym toO Oeou, 
SiixvsTorJai i^P^ fMpKTiAoi) ^ux^s ts xaV ifvevftaro^, vpwrigx^iM 
t^ovcp x^F^'^^Sf 'f avipanrwv Xoififiivi<r6oii, irepixsliriM dpt^ugriav, 
a^iivoti Tov Tri$ otpx^S >^oy, kolX 6»l r^y rsXeioTijTa fipio-ioti, y%i' 
<raaiM iwpiois iwovpavlou, jxijxijrai rm hu 'xifrxmi xAi)povojxo5rrcoy, 
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lexarovv, jxsrflcriflffjxlyi] Upcoavmi, fyi^ &xatoL\uTOs, xsx^ooptc[t,i¥os ion 
rm ufjLuprobXMV, hzdumiiarot Xargelag, TepixexaAu/x/tlyo; XP^^'Vi 
<rra<riv e^nv, iraveirdm wpotr^pofuivifif^ SiSop^o) ^imt, and twrla «d- 
viffnmi* p. 88. 

Admitting, now, that the same phraseology camiotbe 
found in Paal's epistles; is not the Greek of these phrases 
classic or Hellenistic ? Is it not such as a writer mi^ 
choose, without any uncommon peculiarities ? But without 
insisting on this, I have only to remark, at present, that the 
same kind of argument which Seyffarth adduces, if it be 
valid, will prove any one of Paul's epistles to be sparions, 
with equal force. I must refer the reader, for the illus- 
tration and proof of this, to §29 in the sequel. 



II. ObjectionB from the peciiluir forms and jnactiire of words, vx cor epistle. 

(10.) ^ Our author makes a peculiarly frequent cise of 
composite words. His epistle contains five hundred aad 
thirty-four words of this sort ; while Paul, in his epiaUe to 
the Romans, uses only four hundred and seventy-eight.' 
p. 91. 

Without following on, in the steps of Seyffiirth^ to ex- 
amine whether his enumeration Is correct, I take it as he 
has presented it. I open my New Testament at .tiie episde 
to the Colossians accidentally, ^nd proceed to count the 
composite words; which amount, if I have made no mis- 
takes^ to one hundred and seventy-eight; flie nualier of 
pages is Aree. The epistle, then, averages fifty-nine com- 
posite words to a page. The epistle to the Hebrews 
occupies ten pages, and has, according to Seyflbrth^ five 
hundred and thirty-four composite words, i. e. on an average, 
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fifty-lbfee to a page. If it is spnrioas for this reaseo, 
a fortiori the epistle to tbe Cotossians must be coaDted 
sparioas also. 

(IL) ' Oar author is partial to the use of participles^ and 
of the genitive absolute. He employs eighty-foar active 
participles, and one hundred and seven passive and middle 
ones, and seven cases of the genitive absolute; while in 
tlM gristle to the Romans, there aie only ninety active par^ 
ticiples^ and forty-two passive, and no cases of the genitive 
absolute.' p. 81. 

Allowing the enumeration of Seyffarth to be correct, tbe 
average number of participles, on each page, vnll be for 
Hebrews, nineteen ; for Romans, ten. Put now this prin- 
ciple to the test, in some otiier epistles. If I have rightly 
counted, the epistle to the Colossians has active participles 
fliirty-four, passive forty, pages three, average number of 
participles to. a page, twenty-four. Ephesians has active 
participles sixty, passive twenty-^our, pages four and a 
half, average to a page, twenty-three. Of course, if~ our 
epistle is spmious, because it ^ooploys so many as nine- 
teen participles to each page, then th^se epiatles must be 
spurious, which employ twenty-three or twenty-four to a 
page. 

And as to the genitive abst^uie, the second Corintiiians 
(which has active participles niaety-seven, passive seventy- 
seven, pages nine, average to a page, nineteen, the same as 
in our epistle,) has the genitive absolute three times. Can 
any thing be more inconclusive, now, than such a spedes 
of reasoning 1 

(12.) ' Our author has peculiar junctures of words ; e. g. 
Iff^^trpy i^iiigtw, TO itfAnTatsT^y r^^ j3ouX^;, xoivoovioo with the geni- 
tive, h»^opayngQ^ iragi, prflrai vpis riva, avaa'rot<n$ rm Vfxpwv, 
votdvuMLTA 6avurou, iyaytiv nU So^^v, xgaTvi<rui with the accusative. 
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tiof/ytxlfyi with the accasative, aHwarov with the infinitite 

after it^ at wgortpov iiyi^ipM^ xetra^XKnv dfffbtXioy/ p. 81« 

Some of these phrases are Pauline ; e. g. avi^aurtg vexf&tf^ 
Bom. i. 4. XV. 13. 31. 34. Phil. iii. IL So ^ayynXlfyi with 
the accusative, Rom. %. 5.bis» 3 Cor. xi. 7. Gal. i. 9. In 
T^;ard to the others^ if. they prove any thing, they will pro?e 
too much; for the same kind of argument would show (as 
we shall hereafter see), that the first epistle to the Corinthians 
is spurious. The phrases in question are all either classic 
or Alexandrine Greek ; and how can it be shown, then, 
that it was either impossible or improbable, that Paul 
should employ them I 

III. Objeotioiui drawn from the use of worda employed, in our epistle^ in a mom 

different from that which Paul attaches to them. 



(13.) * Tm ^cov, in our epistle, designates the 
nature of Christ, and not the Messiah simply. In Paul, it 
has the latter sense.' p. 60 seq. 

Paul also uses it in the former sense, in Rom. i. 3, 4. 
viii. 3. 32, and probably in 2 Cor. i. 19. In our epistle, it 
is used in the sense, alleged by Seyffarth to be the exclusive 
one, only in i. 2, and perhaps vii. 3. In other cases, it b 
employed in the usual sense of Messiah ; viz. in i. 5 bis, 8. 
iv. 14. V. S. 8. vi. 6. vii. 28. x. 29. 

(14.) * Kkifiqw^iiMi, lord, possessor, is peculiar to our epis- 
tle.' p. 68. 

Not so. In Rom. iv. 13, 14. viii. 17. Gal. iii. 29. iv. 7. 
Tit. iii. 7, it is used in the same way. Indeed, the usage 
of xktipovofMs, in this sense, is Pauline, instead of anti- 
patline. 

(15.) ' Our author uses uiroVrao-i; in the sense of f undo- 
mentum, Heb. i. 3 ; Paul no where employs it in kucb t 
lMnse.'p.66. 
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In Heb. !. 8, ^nr6<rrelff^s is unique. In iii. 14. xi^ 1/ {twi- 
irrt»ii means confidence ; so in Paul, 7Gor. ix. 4. xi. 17. 

(16.) ' "Epyw, in tlie sense of beneficence, Heb. vi. 10, is 
peculiar to our epistle/ p. 76. 

The 'meaning attributed to ifyw here, is deduced merely 
from the context, viz. from ityamis which follows it The 
sense of Ijpyoy itself here does not differ from that which it 
has in Eph. ii. 10. Col. i. 10, Tit. ii. 14; specially 2 Cor. 
ix. 8.* 1 Tim. vi. 18. So also in Matt xxvi. 10. Acts 
ix.Sa 

(17.) ' 17i}X/xo; in our epistle, yiu 4, means quam ineignis, 
how distinguished ; Paul applies it only to magnitude, Gal. 
vi- 11/ p. 77. 

These two instances are the only ones, in which iniXixo; 
occurs in the New Testament 17i}X/xo; properly signifies, 
of what magnitude. It may be applied either in 9i physical 
or moral sense. In ^al. vi. 11, it is applied in the former 
sense, (so also in the Septuagint, Zach. ii. 2.); in Heb. vii. 
4, it is used in the latter sense; at least, it designates 
greatness of rank or condition. Can any thiag be more 
natural than the derivation of this secondary sense of the 
word, in such a case, from the primary one? 

(18.) ' Oixo;, Heb. viii. 8. 10, is used in the sense of tota 
gensi Paul does not employ it in this sense*' p. 77. 

It is sufficient to reply, that both of these instances are 
not our author's own words; they are quotations from the 
Septuagint. As to the writer's own use of oTxo;, he em*- 
ploys it in the usual sense, viz. household. See Heb. iii. 
2—6. X. 21. xi. 7, and comp. 1 Cor. i. 16. 1 Tim. iit 4, 5. 
12. 15. V. 4. 2 Tim. i. 16. iv. 19, &c. also Acts vii. 10. 
X. 2, &c. 

(19.) ' '&i(roy«y«yi5 is peculiar to our epistle.' p. 77. 

It is employed but once, Heb. x. 25. Only once more 



388 § 28. OBjEdTioK9 by sbyIpparth. 

is it found in all the New Testament^ and tbs^ ia in 2 TheiBs* 
ii. I9 in a sense like itbat in Heb. x. S3* I£ any thing can 
be £drly deduced froitt tliis^ it is in &vow of the Fanltne 
origin of our epistle. 

(20.) ^ Kovf^ixif, in the sense of eorornafiim^ Hebw ix* 1, is 
peculiar* Paul uses Ki(r^f^ and x$xo(ri/kiifi4f9g.* p. 78. 

The ex^esis of thid word is manifestly erroneous. JSee 
Heb. ix. 11. 24. xli. 22. Bev.xxi.2. 

(21.) ' tttfiKa\6nTM is used, Heb. ix. 4, to express the 
covering of vessels; in 1 Tim. ii. 9, for the veiling of 
women.' p. 79. 

OffjixttA^To) is not used in 1 Tim. ii. 9, nor any where iii 
Paul's acknowledged epistles. It is used only in Maik 
xiv.6d. Luke xxii. 64 ; and tbere^ in the 6asm twa s o as 
in Heb. ix. 4. 

(22.) ' 2ttye/Si9(rif Is uaed» in our epistle^ in the sewe of 
aninms, mens ; by Paul, in the sensd of conscience.* p. 79. 

So is it used in the sense of conscience^ too, h^ our 
authoTi in xiii» 18^ and probably x. 22. In x. 2i' it .means 
e&nscimsniess. Only in Heb. ix. 9« 14^ has ii the oaesae of 
fnens^ aftt»»9;.. which tilso it seems to have in 2 Cor. ▼. U. 

(23.) ' ^Avuipim is used in Uie sense o£ (tboli^himg, Heb. x. 
9; Paul uses mrapyeflp.* p. ^. 

'Avmgm. is used but once ; and then, in a siense "which is 
common in the Septos^iiit and in classic authors^ K^trafr/M 
is also employed by oqr author, Heb. ii. JL4| and ia the 
same saase in which Patil employs it; whidi sense is 
exclusively Pauline. Comp. Luke xiii- 7. 

Jn reganl to the words »iiv, re^i^, and .^youfttvoi, on wbidi 
Seyffarth also charges j^eculiarity of signification, in our 
epistle, they have been already examined above. See 
pp. 221. 223. 272. 
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IV. 'Ato^ \€y6fuya of our Epistk. 

Nearly one half of Seyflfarth's Essay is occupied with 
reckoning np words of this class, §§. 16 — ^28. It is sin- 
gular, that he should bring into this computation words 
that occur in the quotations made from the Septuagint; 

e. g. IXiVcTfiy, vapaTTixpaiTiuis, wpoo-dj^fli^w, Tgop^we, Spios, &c. ; as 

if these were chargeable, as peculiarities, upon the idiom of 
our epistle. Yet such is the ardour with which arguments 
of this nature have been urged by him, Schuiz, and others^ 
that the bounds of sober reflection are not unfrequently 
overleaped, and objections undistinguishiogly pressed into 
service, by these writers. 

I subjoin a catalogue of these Swa^ Aeyojxeva, because I 
wish to put the reader in possession of all that is adduced, 
to overthrow the Pauline origin of our epistle. The force 
of the argument, I shall examine in a subsequent section. 

I remark here only, that I find, by actual examination, 
this whole class of so called iva^ Asyo/tsv^e, almost without 
exception, are words both of classical and of Septuagint 
or Alexandrine usage. The employment, therefore, of 
words belonging to both these kinds of Greek, can mark 
nothing very peculiar in the style or choice of words 
adopted by our author. The instances alleged by Seyffarth 
are the following; viz. 

diap. I. IloXvfiepitfS icac wo\vrp6v»Sp &iravyatyfAaf XopaKriif^^ fitya' 
\bnnfyri,' IXlererety.* II. Uapafipveir, /nadawohotrla^ ervvemfiaprvpiv, 
Ppax^$ vapavXrieritas, IXdoKeaOai, HI, M^rox^s, depavwy, vapa- 
vtKpaofAOs* irpotrox^iSfa»* IV. 'Yv6heiy/jia, h^viis, rpaxflXiSta, fioii- 
deia, evKaipos. V. MerpiOTradeiy, iKerriplaiy airios, wpotrayopevOcls, 
vwdposy aiffOnrripia, cjui VI. UapabeiyfiariSfa, ^rdytf, kmrvyxavta 
governing the genitive, dvnXoy/a, kfieriLdeTos. VII. KoinJ, itrarufp, 
iifiiJTiapy ayercaXoyi^ros, af^fioiwfiivos, iiriyeKh, aKpodivia, irarpiap" 
VOL. I. 2 o 
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X^lSy ieparela, ovvavrwy adiTflois, anapafiaros, vayreXis, ifiiayrot, 
'VIII* "^Trrj^e, iwpa, ayai^ip^, xpn/iar/^bi, vojuodereiyf iiaridiratf 
iXeus elvai* vaXaiovy, h^ayi(Tn6s, IX. 'fiyKocWfofiac, payrlSiOf 
alfxareK^vitla, hytlrmros, avvrUKtia r&y aiwytay, X« 'Ajyktrepoyf 
irpQfx^aTos, &K\iyiis, irapofyon6sf iKOvalws, i^dfiepogp eyvfiplSeiv, 6B\ii' 
4ns f deaTpicety^ oyeiiia/jidsf ypoylSeiy* XI. EvapeoTeif, darpa, ayu' 
pidfAiiTos, vapevlififAos, Tpififiyoy, aareioSf iiarayfiap wyKaKouytiyp 
KaTacTKoiros, wapefifioXrif rvfAvaylieiyp KoraywylSeadai, fieXwrrfif bipfia, 
TFpoPXhronai, XII. ^oiyapovy^ viffios, afopCjyTeSy iLyd\oyiSo/xai, 
K&fiveiy, ayuKaBitnayat, IjcXavOdvei^^, SXiywpeiy, v6Bos, wapidyai, 
rpox^at* opBos,* lyoj^XeTv, wpwroToxla, /ler^wetra, }prj\a<^ay, yyo^s, 
iia&riXKofAaiy (^ayraerla, iyrpofios, iKtj>olios, Tavfiyvpis, ertltayaffaXevros, 
K^rayoXlffKia, XIII. horiOos, fiyovfieyos, ayadetapiw, einroiiaf aXv^c- 

The whole number is one hundred and eighteen; from 
which are to be subtracted those six marked with an 
asterisk, as they are quoted from the Septuagint, and 
belong not to our author. The amount then of iva^ Xey^ 
futvu is one hundred and twelve. And they are collected, 
too, with an unsparing hand; e. g. uTF&rcop, aiuf^rmq, ayeveaX^ 
yyirhg, Tplpt^vivov, ivrpofi^og, iK^ofiog, and many other words like 
these, where it is difficult to see how the author of our epis- 
tle could avoid choosing the very terms which he has 
employed, if we consult the connexion in which they stand. 

iThis list appears, indeed, quite large and formidable to 
any one^ who has not put to the test the pripciple of 
reasoning to which it must appeal, if any weight be allowed 
it in tbe scale of evidence against our epistle. That pfin- 
ciple I shall bring to the test, by subjecting one of Paul's 
acknowledged epistles to an examination, in the same way, 
aiqid on the same grounds, which Seyffartb, Schulz, and 
others, have thought proper to adopt in the examination of 
our epistle. 
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§ 29. Objections made against the genuineness of our Epistle, 
compared with those which may he made against the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians. 

It often stnick me, while engaged in the toilsome and 
protracted labour of e^aminii^ the preceding objections 
made against the Pauline origin of our epistle, by Scbuiz 
and Seyffarth, that the only just method of weighing the 
whole force of the arguments,! which they deduce from 
peculiarities of phraseology and the choice of words by our 
author, would be, to carry the same principles of reasoning 
along with us, to the examination of one of Paul's acknow" 
kdged epistles, and see whether as great a list of expres- 
sions and words, foreign to the other acknowledged epistles 
6f Paul, might not be found, as in the epistle to the 
Hebrews. This task, so far as I know^ has never yet been 
performed by any critic. And yet, such an e^p^iment 
seems to be obvious and necessary, in order that we may 
judge, with any confidence, in regard to the alleged singu- 
larities of our epistle. I have gone through with the 
appalling labour of performing such a work ; and I shall 
now present the reader with the results of this under- 
taking. 

In making choice of an epistle among the acknowledged 
writings of Paul, I found some difficulty. I chose, at last, 
the first epistle to the Corinthians; because^ like that to 
the Hebrews, it presents several topics that are peculiar to 
itself. In this respect it has more resemblance to our 
epistle, than any other of Paul's acknowledged letters. 
Consequently, a comparison of its peculiarities of phrase 
and diction, with flie oAer epistles of Paul, would be more 
Iflce a comparison of 0\xt epistle with these; and woidd be 
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more just, than a similar comparison of any other of Panrs 
epistles. 

I divide the peculiarities of the first epistle to the 
Corinthians^ into two great classes. 



I. Phraseology pecnli&r to this Epistle, and found no where in the other 

acknowledged writings of Paul. 

1 Cor, I. 1 ^HyiatTfiiyoi, as a title of Christians, used no where 
else by Paul. 2 'EtiriKaXovfjiepoi to oyofia rov Kvpiov I. X. as a 
periphrasis for the idea of Christians. 5 '£v vavrl hrXovriadnre 
kv ahrf, 9 £^s KOivtavlav rdu v\ov avtov, 10 WapaKoKSt v/jidt bta 

Tov oyofiaTos rov Kvpiov I. X Paul says, 9ca I. Xpcorotfy 

Rom. XV. 30.^ro airo Xiyjire, be in unison — KarriprttTfiivoi ir rf 

ahrf voi, 13 Me/Li^pcffrac 6 \piaT6s ; is Christ divided? 

Paul uses fi i p I S ia, in the sense of impart, e. g. Rom. zii, 3. 
2 Cor. X. 13. \6 AoivQv ovk oJba, Paul commonly uses to Xoiwdy, 
£ph. vi. 10. Phil. iii. 1. iv. 8. 2 Thess. iii. 1. 17 lo^/^ \6yov, 

• • • • Paul uses \6yoy ao<^las. Col. ii. 23. — Keytadj 6 aravpSs, 18 
'O \6yos 6 rov aravpod, 2 1 Miapias rov tcrjpvyfAaros* 25 M«#poy 
rov &e<iv» 27 Miapop rov xdafAov, 25 'Aadeyks rov Qeovm 27 
*AeOevji rov K6&fiov. 26 BXiTrere r/)v KX^aiy — ao<^l Kara aapKa-^ 
ivyaroif for those in an elevated station, 30 Os eyey^dti ifiiy tro^la 

• , . • iixaioavyri re xal ^yiaajaos rat awoXjirpwais, 

IL 1 *Xw€poj(ily Xoyov, — ro fiaprijptoy rov &eov» 2 Ov yap 
ixpiyd ri eihiyai, I determined not to make known. 4t HeiOol aofltu 
Xdyoi-^Trdiei^is xvev/iaros Kal hvvaiiews* 5 Zo^/9 aydpurwy, human 

subtlety, 6 T/ofla rov aidvos rovrov, in 1 Cor. owfUa is 

used seventeen times, in the epistle to the Romans only once, and 
that in a quotation, Rom. xi. 33. 7 Tlpoutpi^ey • • • . vpo rmy 
alutyiay, 8 "Apxovres rov al&yos roiirov — Kvpioi rfl$ i6fyii, 10 
*A.iroKaXvTCT€iy hia rov iryevfAaroS'-^jn^evfjia €p€vy§. — ra jSaO^ rov Ocoi^« 
13 AiSaicroif hvOpwartyris ao^las Xoyois — iiiaxrols wyevfiaros — iri^ev- 
fAariKols iryevfjiariKa trvyKplyorres, 1 4 Vv^ikos &ydpuTroi — nyevfiarr 
K&$ ityaKpiyerai, 

III. 1 Saprcffoif, a s applied to persons, 3 Kara &ydpanroy ire- 
pinareire, $ '£ycli k^vrevtra, applied to the labour of a religious 
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teacher — *AwoWh$ ciroritre, Apollos supplied with water ^ applied 
to the same — Oeos i^v^ave, made to 'increase, (Hiphil of the He- 
brews,) no where employed in this sense by Paul in his oth^r 
epistles, nor appropriated to designate such a shade of thought. 
8 Ariyf/erai Kara rov liioy K&irov . • • • Paul says, icara to. ipya, e. g. 
Rom. ii. 6. 2 Cor.- xi. 15. 2 Tim. iv. 14. 9 Svrepyoi ©eov — 
&€0v yewpytoy — Oeov oUohofii}. 10 So^s apyyrkKTtap* 11 &€fii\toy 
riOeiKa, 12 ^ETroiKobofJieiy ypvooy, apyvpoy, k, r. X. 13 'H iifiipa 
irjXwaei — Iv wpl &woKa\v7rrerai — to vvp hoKtfi&aei. 14 Mi^ov 
Xafifiaytiy. 1 5 "Epyoy KaraKuUiy — erwdiiyai &s bia irvpos, 1 8 Moipoc 
ylytadau 21 *Ey iiydputwois Kav\dadai. 23 *Y/ic7« Xptarof), Xpc* 
oTos &eov, ye are Chriefe, Christ is God's, 

IV. 1 'XmtpiTris X/OiflTOv — oUoyofwi fiverripi^y, 3 Els IXo)(*flTOK 
cTy^ai — hl^^P^* day of trial, trial. 4 'Efiavrf frvyeiheiy. 5 Iljoo 
Kocpo^ Kpiyeiy — fiovXal Twy Kop^iwy — ircaiyos y/vera* riW. 6 Mera- 
ffXW^^^^^^^ ^'^' ^^ ^ran«/er figuratively — ro /u^ vir^p .S yiypairrai 
^yeiy,not to think of -one's self more highly than the Scriptures 
allow ; Paul uses vap* o • . . • i^oytiy in such a case, Rom. xii. 3y 
and employs tppoyeiy vifip in the s^se of having a regard for^ 
Phil. i. 7* iv. 10. — dvoiovy vKkp . . • • Kara. 7 ^laxpiyeiy Tiyd, to 
make one to differ. 8 Keicopeafxiyoi eJyai — fiaotXeveiy, to be in m 
happy or prosperous state, 9 'Etr)(aTovs avohel^ai — diarpoy yi^ 
ytaSai. 10 M«i^i ita %.piar6y — iJ^poyifAot ky Uptarf — io\vpoi ap«( 
plied to persons — eyio^t in the same manner. 13 UepiKaOdpfiara 
Tov KdcTfiov — wdyrwy weplxl^ff/jia — 2wf aprc. 14 'Eirp^rcav, act. voice^ 
putting to shame; no where else, except with a passive meanings 

15 Uaibayutyol ky HpiaTf — iraripes [cy Xpcor^] — iy mpiarf . • • • « 

yeyydy^ 17 'Oiovs ras ev Xpiorf, Christian doctrines. IQ 

*£av 6 ^vpiog OeXiiari. 20 BaacXeca rov Oeov • . . . ol ey X6y^ « • « • 
eyivyafiei. 21 'Ev |5a/3gy cXOely. 

V. 1 "OXw* aKoverai — yvvaiica ..... ^x^*^» '^ cohabit with a 
won^an* 2 FlerdeTi', <a ^f^ sorrowful; ?aul, /o ma&e sorrowful^ 
2 Cor. xii. 21. 3 'Attc^iv ky aai/iari, (Paul, oTreii^ai e^^ aapKl, Col. ii. 
5.) — irapify rf vyevfjLari. 4 Swa^Oevrc^v vfi&y, icai rov kfiov wvev- 
/larof, is altogether unt^u^, in the shade of idea. 5 Eh oXedpoy 
rfis aapKos, lya rq iryevfxa ataO^j is altogether peculiar. 7 'Emca- 
daipeiy . • • • Siffjajy—TQ vatr)(a fjfiwy (Kpitnos) krvOfi. 8 'Eopr&Seiy 
ky Sujiy TraXac^ — Hfiti Kaicl(\9 tal novnpias — aSvfioiB eiXiKpiyela^ Kai 
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iXtldeias, 10 Hopvpt rov Kdvfwp roifrov — eic rav ts&fffxov IjeX&eii^, to 
withdraw entirely Jrom converse with men, 12 Tovs iaia, those, 
within the church, 

. VI. 1 npayfia ix^^y^ to have ground /or a suit at law. 2 Ot 
iyuH TOP K6tffAov xptvovat — iivi^of, np^rri^tav* 3 *Ayyk\ovs icpipaif/uyf 
altogether em generis. 4 H^uQlSieiv, to make to sit as Judges* 
5^ Tlpos hrrpow^y Xiyta, also in xv, 34«-— Staicpct^ai Ilvu laioop. 
6 Kpiyerai /lero, goes to law with — Atfiotos, used eleven times ia ibis 
epistle, and not once in Romans, Cplossians, Galatians, Epbesians, 
Tbessalonians, Philippians^ 2 Timothy. 7 KplfAartu, lauhsuits — 
kvom^pio^i^ to sii^tr one^a self to be defrauded — cLirotrrepiut, to 
defraud. 9 "AitKoi, for Heb. O^fHth. Paul uses the word bat 
once, and then in the singular number, Rom. iii. 5, and in quite a 
different way. 11 Au:aiw$f^yat ^y ovo/Mnri *lrfoo9. 12 Udyra pot 
l$e«Tc — avjiAfipei, five times in this epistle, and no where else in 
all of PauPs acknowledged epistles, except twice in 2 Cor.-^{ov<rt^- 
Se&daihiF6 Tiros* 15 MiKri Hpi&roB-^nSpvris /u^Xiy. l6 KoXX^/ievot 
Kv^^ — 'K6W(Stfi€yos ry nSpyfi^ 20 'Ayopaieodai rc/i^fi— fo^^e<r 4r 
Tf o&fiari. 

VII. 1 Tvyatfths JSurreadaiy to cohabit with. ^ ^'^eir yweuKa^ to 
marry or possess a wife. 5 '£7rl to aM ijre, ye may come together. 
14 'AyiAS*^, in a sense sui generis — aKddapros, in a sense peculiar; 
so also dytosy which follows. 19 'H nepiTOfi^ ohliv • . • * Paul 
sayS} cvrc ^tptrofni Tita)(V€iy Gal. v, 6. vi. IS. — fi iikpo/iw&Tla o^h^y 
4<rrc — T^prfott ivro\&y • « . • Paul says, ^ttqico^ Tr/arcttir, Rom. i. 5. 
X9U 26; or ^iraco// simply, Rodk ▼•19* vi. l6. xir. 18« xiK IQ*, 
or he ufes Inracovw, Rom. vi. 12. vi. 17. x» l€, et sa^. 20 
KX^ffu, condition in life^ rank; no where so employed by Paul. 
21 Mil t^oi jjteKkTw^ be not solicitous — fioKKoy XP^^^*9 P^f^* 25 
'EiriTayr^v i^eiy — ^iXerjfiiyos vno Kvpiov ..... Paul uses iiXeijBip^ 
dimply, Rom. xi. 30. 2 Cor^ iv^ 1. 1 Tim. i. IS. 16. 26 Kdkoy 

i£fGp&ir^ Paul uses ica\6y simply, in the same sense, e^ g. 

Rom. xiv. 51. Oaf. iv, 18. 29 T6 Xoi^oy, hereof ter^ far the 
future. 31 ^patrdat rf kSofif — to o^fifia T(fv Kdtrfuw. 32 Meptfipfv 
rh Tov Kvpiov. 33 Mtptfiyqy to, tov Ke&fiov .... Paul use« /tie- 
pifiyfv TO. v€pi. 34 'Ay/a elrai eufiart koI irve^/uart. 35 flpds to 
Ovfifipov, for the profit. 37 *AyayKtiy l^eiv. 40 AoKtly arrevjtta 
Beov Ix^iv, truly unique^ in the epistles^ 
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VIII. I FvAatP ^ecv.. 4 Ohbiv ^Ivai iy icSfffif — olbeU U'tpou 

6 *H/xly eh Qeos, 6 irarfip, r. r. X. Tbe wbole verse is unique. 

7 ^yp^iiritris, €on9cienHau8 scruples* 12 'AfiaprAveitf tis, to sin 
against'--^vfrr€iv miytlhitnvM IS Bpw/ua onravSaX/Scc • . • • • Paul^ 
iia fipufia XvwtiaOaiy Rom. xiv. 15. 

IX. 1 To ipyoy fiov • . • • Ir Kvpitf* 2 "AXXoct « # • . jr/iiv • . • • 
^rc^^roXos .... Paul uses the gen.^ IdyQv inrdaroXos, Rem. xi. 13 ; 
^wooToKoi iKK\ritri&yf 2 Cor. viii. 23 ; hfAdy intderoXos, Phil, ii^ 25-^ 
e^payls rffs iLiroiyroXfIs, 6 TvyaiKa Ttpiayeiy-^-^T* 13 'EwOieiy cify 
i0 tut of * . . • Paul uses simply the accusative, e. g. Rom. sir. 2* 
2 Thess. iii. 12. 11 Xire/pccv fryevfiauKa-^epiStiy ffapKixa, to 
kaee one^s temporal wants supplied. 12 ^Efovala, propertt^. 16 
'AvayKTf .... ewUeiral /lot .... Paul, i£ di^ynys 2 Cor. ix. 7 ^icar' 
^i^aynyr, Philem. v. 14. 17 OlKovofiiay ircarcvd^ai. 19 '£X€V- 
Bepos lie ... . Paul uses i\€v6epo& AirSy Rom. vii. 3. 20 KepSa/vetr, 
<o trtn ovfT .... in a different sense, Phil. iii. 8. 22 FiVe^ai Voir 

ira v2 ra wdyra. 24 hpa^loy Xafifidy€iy» 25 ^^Ooprds Hi^ap^ 

ro« ori^avos, 26 'Aipa iepur^ 

X. 1, 2 The whole of the description presented in these two 
verses is sui generis, and found no where in Paul. 3 Bp&fAHL 
wysv/MTiKdy-'-'-irdfAa wy€VftaTiK6y, 4 Ilvev/ciarlic^ wirpas^^nnd spe- 
cially the idea of the whole phrase, ityevfianic^s aKoKwdoi^ffe 

nirpas. So also ivtyoy ix Paul uses ?ri€iy(2 aor.) with the 

accusative, Rom. xiv. 21. 11 Tvrot trvfi^lyeiy ..... Paul, 
riwos simply, Rom. v. 14; 0r ylyii^Bai rlnrost 1 Thess. i. 7. 1 Tim. 
iv. 12-^^0 rihj Tuty al^yiay .... Paul, ^^xarac ^f*ipeii, 2 Tim. iii. 
1. 13 TleipnvfMs &yOpwTiyo9 elX^^e, singular both as to the verb 
and adjective, joined with veiputrfiSs^ 15 'lis (l>povifAots \iy<a» }6 
'Sroriipioy rffs ehXoylas — HMiyitpta nifiares-^KOiytayia ff&fjtarotm IJ 
^EIff dprot ... . • eTvac, said of Christians communing at the Lord's 
table. 1 8 'I^a>)X Kard, vdpxa — Kotrwpot Sv&iaaniplov. 19 Tl oSf 
fnpii; 20 Aaifwvlois Bvtiy^-Hioiyiavovs haifxovlhiv ylyeadau 21 
HoT^ptov hatfABvliay — rp^ire^a iaifioyitiy. 27 Kkkia^, in the sense 
of inviting to a meal. 32 'Affpoflncoiroc, with the dative after it-*- 
it&yra n&tny iipiaxeiy. 

XI. e TlapaiSffcu Karixfit^* 3 Qikia H ipiSs eliiyat — weiyris 
dvipit KC^Xi) Xpitrr6$ — ^Ke^aXi> Xpiorov: &e6s. 4 Kara KefaKljs 
(hc^ip, to tover the head. 5 K^r^ioxvvtty,' to dishonour^ ; ^ • . • • 
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Paul, to disappoint, Rom. ▼• 5. ix. 33. x. 11. — ro ahro r^, the 
same thing as, i. e. aifT6 with the dative after it. 7 *Av^ ...... 

eUifr Kal I6^a Ocov — yvv^ iofyi iipipSs. 9 06 avrfpix yvvauc6s, 
c. r. X. 10. 'Eiov&ia, veil^ or token of power — ayyeXoi, spies, 12 'O 
iiyrlp bta rfjs yvvaiKds, 14 Averts iibcKXKei, 17 ^vy^pxetrOai eis to 
KpeiTToy . • • • . eU ro ijrrov. 20 Kvpiaicov ielvvov. > 23 IlapaXa- 

fieiy avo Paul uses vapoKafieiv vapa. Gal. i. 12. 2 Thess. 

iii^ 6. 24 Tq ft&fAa hifkp vfi&y KK&fievoy, 25 Mcra ro ieiiryfiffai 

• • • • « Paul no where uses /ucra before the ibf. mode preceded by 
ro.. — 4 jcocf^ $co6^iri| ey^ r^ e/i^ aifiari, 27 "'Evoxof lorrac rov a^fia' 
ros Kol rov. alfiaros tov Kvp/ov. 29 Kplfxa eadletv xal wiveiy rtvl — 
hiaKpiyety ro trdfia rov Kvplov, 30 ^AadeyeiSf sickly — Uayoli many 

• • . . . Paul uses it in the sense of able, sufficient, 2 Cor. iu 6. l6. 
iii. 5. 2 Tim. ii. 2. 31 ikiaxplyeiy, to examine. 34 iuardavofAai, 
to set in order, arrange • • • . * Paul uses it for command. Tit. 
i. 5. 

XII.. 3 .'Ev iryevfiari QeoV XaXeTi' — \iyeiv kv&Befia Ijioovv — emeiv 
Kvpioy *hi<rovy, 6 'Eyepyeiy ra w&yra ey vaai , . . • . Paul, iyepyelr 
rk vayra, "Eph, i. 11. 7 ^ayipwvis rov vye^fiaros. 10 Ataxpiaeis, 
powers of distinguishing ...... Paul, in a different sense, Rom. 

xiv. 1 — yiyri^ kinds • • • • Paul uses y^yof- for descent, UneagCf 

Phil. iii. 5. 13 JSAs ^ o&fia fiavrtadfiyat — els '^v wyevfia iroriaBfiyai 

• •. • • • Paul uses irorlSut no where, except in a quotation from the 
Old Testament, Rom. xii. 20. . Vs. 15 — 17. Where is any repre- 
septation like this, in all the Pauline epistles? Paul introduces the 
same general image, in Rom. xii. 4, 5, as is found in 1 Cor. xii. 12 
— ^14 ; but he does not pursue it into detail. 23 Tt/ii^v irepiriOiyai» 
24 ^boyai rtfiiiy .... Paul, iurohiidyai rifxyy, Rom. ii. 7 — ro avro 
/xepifiyfy. 26 MeXos ioldSerai — ovyxalpia used absolutely, without 
any dative following it ... . Paul employs the dative after it^ Phil, 
ii* 17, 18. 27 'Eic fxipovs, Paul uses atro fiipovs, Rom. xi. 25.' xv. 
15. 24. 2 Cor. i. 13. ii. 5. 28 TiBerai ey rylKKXrial^, to consti- 
tute officers in the church. 28 Where else are such officers in the 
church mentioned, as iiyrMtypeis, icvffepyfiaeis, ivyufieisl "•■ 

XIII. 1 TX&aerat iiyyiXiay. 2 'Elb€iyfLV€rHipioy-—oprifAe0ierrdrety. 
3 "^wfxiSleiy ra v^ap)(oyra. dlriyeiy, to cover over. 8 TXQaoai 
vovaot'rac, the idea of speaking in a variety of languages^ is not 
found attached jQvyXwovcti in. any of the Pauline epistles. 12 



§29. NATURE OP OBJBGTIONS BXAMINBD. 297 

BKiireiv hi ttrowrpov • . • kv aXviyfxan . . • irpdawitov itpot irp6a^iro¥ 
— yiP^9K€iv l« fiipovs, 

XIV. 2 Uyevfxari \a\eiv fivor^ptam 3 AaXcci^ ohohofAtir 

wapcLKXriatv . • • • wapafivdlav. 5 Oltcoiofxijv Xafielv, 6 AaXeiV lif 

'AiroKaXvrpei k, t, X. 7 ^^^v^v iihovai — iiaarokilv ^c5($vai. 9 ^(^ 
nfya XaXci^. 10 Tvyx^vnf, to happen, to be ; .... Paul, in the 
sense of obtaining, 2 Tim. ii. 10. 11 Avvafits, force of, in the 
sense of meanings — el vac fiiLpfiap6s nvu 14, 15 T{poir€v\€(rBai 
yXwatrg • • . wvevfxaTi • • • vot-^yl/aWeiv wvevfiari • • • rot. 16 £{r- 
Xoyeiv rf wvevfiart, 19 AaXecv &a vooc. 20 IlacS/a ylveaOai 

rais ^peai — toi* ^peai riXeioi ylveoBau 22 Els arifitiov el vac 

Paniy <nifi€i6p kari, 2 Thess. iii. 17. 27 Kara dvo, $ rpecs. 32 
n^ev/iara vpot^tir&y irpot^'^rats viroT&traerat. 33 *Aicarao'rao'/a« 

XV. 1 Ac' ol [ehayyeXlov] o&SetrSc. 3 'Ev ^rpoirocsy j^r*f • . . , 
Paul, wp&ro$, Rom. x. 19. 8 "^Effx^^^o'' wdvTiav. 10 Ei/li2 ^ ei/ic 
14 Kevov KfipvyfAa, Kcvri nltrris, 15 Vevhofiaprvpes rav Ocof/. 17 
Elvac Iv ^0|9r/acf . 20 *Aifap\rl r&y KeKOifififikvuv, 2\ Ai* itvOpwirop 

6 Bdyaros Paul, ^cd rfjs ^fioprlas 6 davaros, Rom. v. 12. 

ii iLvOpwirov iLy&aracrts v€Kpuy. Vs. 24 — ^28, a passage altogether 
eui generis, 29 Bairrcf o/ievoc hirkp t&v veicpQy. 38 iQfia bibovai* 
40 "SMfia Myeiov* 42 2ire/peo'9ac ev ^0<Y^ — ^ydpEoOai kv h^dapalq, 

a nt lpeoBai kr iLri/ii^-^ytlpeffSai ev i6^, ir. r. X. 44 SiS/ua 
^^nr)(iK6y-''-9SfAa TvevfiariKSv, 47 'O Set;repos cKvO^iiiirosy ^ Kt>pios i^ 
cipavov, 4f9 ^opcit^EUiya* 50 £ap{ icac alfia, ir. r. X. 51 Mvtfri)- 
f>cov X^yecv ^ . • * . Paul, fivariipioy XaXeiy, CoL iv. 3. 52 *Eaj(ar^ 
udXiriy^ 53 Ace yap to i^aproy, k» r. X. 56 Kiyrpov daydrov, ?/ 
^/xaf>r/a-— ivvo/ics &fjiapr(as, 6 v6fA0$, 57 AiSovai vcicoff. 

XVI. 2 M/a aafifiarwy — rc^^vac trap* kavTf, 7 *Ev wapohf Heiy, 
9 6vpa av^^ye fieydXri Koi iyepyrjs, 22 "Hrtif iLvASefxa, fiaphv &dd. 
24 'H dyaTiy ftov /xera, k, r, X. The whole closing salutation is 
stii generis. 

Such is the almost incredible mass of peculiar ^hrsLseo- 
logy^ in the first epistle to the Corinthians. It is possible 
that there may be instances^ among so many, where I may, 
through the tedium of such an examination^ have overlooked 
some phrase of the same kind in Paul's other epistles. If 
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this be so> the student, who has in his hands a Greek Con- 
cordance, will be able easily to detect it. In the mean 
time, I venture to affirm with entire confidence, (having 
repeated my investigations a second time,) that the number 
of such mistakes, at most, is not sufficient to affect in any 
degree the nature of the argument, or the force of the 
appeal. I remark only, that where I have appealed to 
Paul, as not having employed a particular word or phrase, 
or as not using it in a like sense, I mean, of course, that 
Paul has not done this in his other acknowledged epistles. ^ 

If any one is disposed to object to this array of phrases 
sui generis, in the first epistle to the Corinthians, and to 
aver, that many of them are nearly like those used by Paul, 
and that others, are occasioned by. the peculiarity of the 
subjects of which the writer treats, and that, in general, 
they are collected with an unsparing hand ; I have only 
to reply, that, in all respects, they are as fairly and as 
' sparingly collected, as those brought forward by Schulz 
and Sejrffarth. For the correctness of this, I make the 
appeal to every unprejudiced man, who has read attentively 
and critically the essays of these authors, in which they 
have brought forward their objections against the genuine- 
ness of our epistle. 

As a counterpart for the appalling list of one hundred 
and eighteen airai XeyofAeyu, in the epistle to the Hebrews, 
which Seyffarth has presented, I offer, 

II. The &ira^ \ey6fiepa, in the first epistle to the Corinthians. 

"AyafioSf dyev^s, hyvwala, iiyopaSw, &hairayos, &bri\os, dS^Xois, 
fhrjs, &SvfiOs, aiyiyfjia, aKaTaKdXviTTOS, iiKciXovdiw, aicfmffia, ^irwr, 
cLkaXaSttff hfiipifivoSf afXETaKiviiros, hfiictKitv^ ava, kvaKplvWt avafAviyjis^ 
kvafyos^ hva^iiaSy civbpiSofiat, &vr/Xi7i//is, itirayu, iiveXevdepos, dire- 
^MtfVfMTMff, iiwdiei^Up hiroXovai, kito^ipiaf &pyvpos, ^porpmr, Apwa^ 
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dp^tamros, iLpxtriiCTtaVf aaOtyitrrepos, aerrip, iLffTariia, iifFxnfioyi^, 
atrxnfjLtay, drifios, aTO/MSf avXiitf, avX6s,'avptoPyafwvos^a\lfvj(ps, ' 

Bpo^of, PitttTiKds, ydXa, yewpyiov^ yoyyw5«, ypafifxareiis, yvfi- 
VTfreijofiai, heivyiw, beivvov, bialp€tns,hliaiCTO$f iiepfAtiyevrds, biepfirir- 
. reiiia, iidwep, iovXayioyiw, bpaaffofjiat, kyKoirii, eyKparevofxai, eibwXeioy, 
€ibw\66vTOP, ehaKoifw, ixliaats, iKyafilSto, kKhi\ofxaij €inrfj<l>ta, cKirei- 
pdSia, iiCTpwfiaf eXeeiyds, kykpyrffia, iyyofios, iyo-^os^ iyrpovrj, e^alpw^ 
e^eyelpufy i^eari, e^ovai&Su, iopr&Skf, iwaiyita, eiri/SoXXoiy evtSayarios, 
€TridyfiTiTri$, iiricnraofnat, iTFiroavTO, ip/iiiyeia, icroirrpoy, erepoyXwffooi, 
evyeyriSf evKaipiv, ehirpoaebpos, evarifios, eiffj^rifioavyri, ehcrj^fijutiy^ 
ri\i(»if the form ^ro; from elfxif OdirrWf dearpoy, drfpio^ayiia^ dvm^ 
lafia^ layvporepos^ Kadapfxa, Kalto, icaXafitjy KaraKalio, KaTaKaXvirTOjaai^ 
KaraKCifiai, KaTatrrpwyyvfxi^ KaTa-^aofiaiy Kclpta, Kiyrpoy^ Ktd&pa, 
Ki6api$k>f Ktybvyevto, kXclu, KXaSta, kokkos, KOfjiif, Kojuato, Kopiyyvjjii, 
Kpelffffoy in the sense of the adverb better, vii. 38, KptHiptoy, KTijyoSf 
Kvfiipyricris, KvfifiaXoy, KvpiaKOS, 

AiddStif, Xoyia, Xoibopiw, Xoibopos, Xvais, fialyofiai, ficiKeXXoyp 
fAQKapiioTepos, fiaXaKoSf fiaphy dOci, fiidvcrot, fiiXei, fjierixw, fjtviyvut, 
fAOixos, fxoX^vio, jiAvpioi, fikfpia, yii, ylicos, ytjiriaSta, fypdw^ oXodpevTrfs, 
oXias, ofiiXla, otraKiSf oa<^pr](riSy ovaly ovbiiroref oibiirw, ovOiy, vvwiaf 
^0eXoS| iraibioy, iraiSat, irayra^oVfirapayiyojjLai, irapafiiyu, irapafivOla, 
ifapobos, vapo^vyofxai, wdtr'^a, weidds, vepiaytu, nepiPoXnioy, ire/oi- 
Kddapfia, irepiaaoTepoy, wepirlOrjfui, weptyj/rifia, ^epvepeiiofxai, iryev/iari-' 
KiUs, irotfia(yWficolfiyri,7c6fjiap^opyev^, vopyfi, woriipidy, 'Vfioaebpeiitt^ 
7Fpo<ricvyiu/,vpo(l>riT€vWf Trrrjydyf wKrevut, TtaXiti), fidfibos, piviif traXiriSw, 
aeXriyrjf oItos, trrdbios, avyyyttffirj, trvyKcpdyyvfii, avSrirririis, {rvfijuepi' 
^ofiaif tTVfji<l>u)VOs, (Tvyipj^Ofiai, avrdyw', avyeibiu, avyydeia, trvariXXuf, 
a')(pXd$tMt, Tay/jia, T'fiprjffiSy Toiyvy, Tvirriay viripaKfioSf vwriperris, VTriu- 
vidSta, <l>LX6yeiKos, <^piiVy (Jivrevta, j(aXK6s, \oU6sy j^dproSy j(pri€n'€vofiaiy 
}pevbofidpTvpy ypv\iK6s, ctrtnrepe/. In the whole, 230 words. 

In order now to estimate the comparative force of the. 
argument^ from these aira^ X»yo/teva, we must take into the 
accoont the comparative length of the first epistle to the 
Corinthians and of oar epistle. - In the Bible lying before 
me, the former occupies thirteen pages, the latter ten; i. e. 
the former, in respect to length, is to the latter, as thirteen 
to ten.' Now in the epistle to the Hebrews, are found 
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one hundred and eighteen mta^ Xey^fi'vst, according to the 
reckoning of Seyffartb; in the epistle to the Corinthians, 
if I have reckoned rightly, (I have repeated, a second time, 
the whole examination,) there are two hundred and thirty. 
Consequently, in the epistle to the Hebrews, the average 
number of an-df Asyo'fwya is a little short of tvxlve to a 
page f while tho average number in the first epistle to the 
Corinthians Is (within a small fraction) eighteen to a page. 

Certain is it, then, that if the number of ana^ \cyo^tva in 
oar epistle proves that it was not from the hand of Paal, it 
must be more abnndantly evident that Paul cannot have 
been the author of the first epistle to the Corinthians, which 
)ias a proportion of one-half more aT«^ Xtyift^va than our 
epistle. 

Such is the basis of the arguments, so confidently addnccd 
by Schulz and Seyffarth, and so much applauded and 
trasted in by many other critics. It has been often said 
by logicians, that " what proves too much, proves nothing." 
This is well said; and applied to the case before us, it will 
show, at once, that the very same means used to overturn 
the opinion, that Paul was the author of our epistle, would 
overturn the opinion that he wrote any other particular 
epistle, which is universally acknowledged as coming from 
his hand. 

But what shall we say, when in addition to all the 3ara^ 
Xsyo'/AEVK of words, we reckon up the phrases of the same 
port, which have been adduced above? Is here not a mass 
of evidence apparently overwhelming? Surely, if the first 
epistle to the Corinthians had been anonymous, the whole 
body of modern writers, who have attacked the Pauline 
origin of the epistle to the Hebrews, must have, with one 
unanimous voice, disclaimed the first epistle to tho Co- 
rinthians as belonging to Paul In all respects which have 
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any reference to the number of peculiar phrases and words 
that are a^o^ Xryoiiiva, the first epistle to the Corinthians 
presents far stronger evidence of not being Paaline, than 
our epistle does. 

So unsafe is this argament, although often produced and 
much relied upon^ in respect to the important subject 
which we are examining ! How much easier, too^ is it to 
make assertions at hazard, on a subject of this nature, than 
it is to go through with the excessive laboar of verifying 
such assertions, by means of that great rectifier of wander- 
ing critics — a Greek Concordance? Had this been done, 
long ago, the world had been spared a great deal of useless 
labour, and literature the record of many a hasty conclu- 
sion, from premises unexamined and unestablished. 

But further, the argument against the genuineness of the 
first epistle to the Corinthians could be easily amplified, 
by appealing still farther to the same kind of arguments 
as are adduced against our epistle. For example; how 
easy to ask, ^ If the first epistle to the Corintliians be 
Paul's, how is it possible, that in so long a letter there is 
no discussion of Paul's favourite topics in which he was so 
deeply interested? How comes it about, that we have 
nothing about justification by faith, without the deeds ot 
law ; nothing of the vanity and folly of Jewish rites and 
ceremonies; nothing which asserts the equal rights of Jews 
and Gentiles, and blames the Judaizing teachers and zea- 
lots who refused to acknowledge this ? Where has Paul 
ever descanted, as here, on the suligect of spiritual gifts ; 
on the marriage relation, conditions, habits, and dress ot 
women; on the Lord's supper; on the support of preachers; 
on the comparative value of spiritual gifts, and of faith, 
hope, and love ; and above all, on the controverted and 
speculative questions of his time, respecting the msinner in 
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which the bodies of the saints would rise from their graves, 
when the last trumpet should sound? Where else has 
Paul^ or any other sacred writer^ intimated, that the regal 
power of the Messiah would cease^ after the day of judg- 
mentj and that he would be subjected to the Father ? Is 
there any parallel to this epistle^ either for matter or man- 
ner^ in all tbe acknowledged writings of Paikl ?' 

I might proceed still further, and collect a large number 
of favourite expressions, often repeated^ in this epistle^ but 
which seldom or never occur in the other Pauline epistles. 
Many such I have noticed, in the course of my investi- 
gations; many more than Dr« Schiilz has been able to 
collect from the epistle to the Hebrews. And if the two 
epistles, to the Corinthians were to be the subject of inves- 
tigation, instead of the first only, the list of uttu^ Xsyiit^va 
and avot^ Xoyi}^d[ieva, and of favourite idioms and peculiar 
ideas^ might be swelled to an enormous catalogue: I have 
observed, as I feel quite well satisfied, more avo^ Aeyojxsva 
in the second epistle to the Corinthians in proportion to its 
length, than in the first; and quite as many peculiar phrases. 
In a word, after such an investigation as J have been 
through, I am bold to say, that there is not a single epistle 
of Paul's which may not be wrested from him, by argu- 
ments of the very same kind, as those by which the genuine- 
ness of our epistle is assailed, and in all.respects of equal 
validity. 

Unfortunately for the cause of criticism, so just and 
obvious an investigation has not hitherto been entered 
upon. Most of those who have doubted the genuineness 
of the epistle to the Hebrews, have seemed to consider.it 
as quite proper to make out from it all the speciaiities 
possible, and then to reason from th^m, without any fear 
of mistake. I have examined their arguments in detail^ 
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because I wished to show bow many hasty, and incorrect 
assertions, have been brought forward as arguments. I 
have now exhibited the application of the principleSf on 
which their whole argument stands^ to one of Paul's 
epistleS; the genuineness of which po critic calls in question. 
The result is so plain^ that it cannot be mistaken. 

"But," it will be asked, /' can we never reason, in any 
case, from dissimilarity of language in different compositions^ 
to different persons as authors?" No doubt we may, in 
some cases. But not unless the difference be greater, than 
in the case before us. It has been shown above, how many 
striking traits of resemblance to the other letters of Paul 
there are in our epistle. While these remain, the discre- 
pancy can never ^be made out to be great enough to build 
a sound argument upon it. If the question were to be 
asked. Whether the author of the epistle to the Romans 
could have written the first epistle of John? the answer 
would be easy, nay almost absolutely certain, from internal 
evidence. But after all the striking resemblances which 
can be shown between our epistle and Paul's letters ; after 
proving from actual examination, that the list of pecu- 
liarities, in one of his most conspicuous and acknowledged 
iepistles, is much greater than in our epistle; after making 
all the reasonable abatements which must be made, from 
the peculiarity of the subjects which are discussed in our 
epistle, and of the condition of those to whom it was ad^ 
dressed; after reflection upon. the acknowledged fact, that 
every writer's style is more or less altered, by advancing 
age ; by the circumstances of haste or leisure in which he 
writes; by the topics themselves which he discusses; by 
the degree of excitement which he feels at the time; above 
all, taking into consideriition the fact, that every writer who 
travels to many different countries, resides in msuay dif- 
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ferent places, and is conversant with a great variety of 
men and of dialects, is much more liable to change his style 
somewhat, than he who always resides in the same place, 
and is conversant with the same men and books ; after 
taking, 1 say, all these things into consideration, can any 
man have reasonable grounds to be satisfied, that the pe- 
culiarity of style and diction in our epistle is such, that its 
Pauline origin is to be rejected on account of them? I 
will not undertake to answer for others ; but for myself, ! 
can say with a clear and an abiding conviction, I do not 
feel that such an argument can stand before the impartial 
tribunal of criticism. 



§ 30. Ohjections by De Wette. 

While the preceding sheet was under the press, the His- 
torical and Critical Introduction to the New Testament, hy 
W. M. L. De Wette, came to hand. It was published at 
Berlin, during the last year ; and exhibits the views of its 
celebrated author, in regard to the origin of our epistle. 

De Wette is the well-known author of a commentary 
on the Psalms, of a translation of about one-half of the Old 
and New Testaments, of a Hebrew Archeeology, of an his- 
torical and critical Introduction to the Old Testament, and 
of some other works in the departments of sacred criticism 
and moral science ; all of which have attracted great 
attention on the continent of Europe, on account of the 
distinguished genius and extensive erudition of the author. 
He is now a Professor, in the University of Bale, in Swit- 
zerland. 

De Wette takes side, as from his habits of thinking and 
reasoning he might be expected to do, with those who deny 
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tlii9 Panliae o^igiii of oui; epistle. His ^xe^jm^nts fur^ Yerji 
bri^f, (^ tb^ nature of bjs bool^ reqiiure^ tb^W t9 J>^)5 W4 
l^m wt a lit^e surprise^ tP fiafl, tl>»t ^fll^^Rg ttw» ^li 
there M not a single one wbicb i$ i^pt 4rawa frpiii tb(9 wQrI(L|( 
tbat h{iye been already examiaed abpyp* 

J» regard to the external evidenfie^ b^. b?& S^YPn ipany Qf 
tbe prinqipal citationsi wbicb afe a44i¥^ V^ 4l^ preceding 
part of tbis discussion, pp. 112^—169. ButjfQfii^ important 
ones be bas omitted, wbicb spoak PH)§t unequivocally 
against tbe yiews be gives of ^be ppiqipn of \\^e ^th^r^, 
For exaipple, be merely refers to Euseb. Ecc. Hi^t- vi, 25f 
in respect to tbe very important testiniony of Origen^ ¥^bich 
tbe reader will find oa p* 127 seq. above ; simply remarking 
that ** Origen gives up tbe writing down of the episfle by 
Paulj and only attributes tbe matter of it to iiim/' (p. 235)^ 
In a note, be subjoins, ^* Wben be [Origen] speaks of tbp 
tradition of the churches, it is prpl^able that he means onty 
tbe Alexandrine church." In regard to si^cb a probability, 
I must refer the reader tp what is said abpve, p. ].34. 
(7.) The probability is very strong, that a)l of Origen'i^ 
homilies must have been published in Palestine; for he 
ivas licien^ed to preach but a few mpnths before be wa^ 
dnven fro^ Alexandria ; s^e Lsurdner's (Credib. iii. 194» 
Whether Oirigpfi would/ yni^rsiichoircmpsta^ces, b/e Ul^.ely 
^ iretaia aPy'3¥peprsUtiojus veneration for the chuncb tit 
Alexandria, eypiry reader will be able tpju^ge, sp as;tp 
satisfy his pwn mind. It will be remembered, that :tl^ 
tCMStipiony ip question of Origen, is from one of bU Hom^'^'e; 
on tbe epistle to tbe Hebrew?.; 

In the same mannpr, he bas merely made a simple Te- 
fil^epce tp the in^portant testimony of Jerome, in hi? epistle 
tjO Pa^^^nps, ^ted above/p.. 154 r while ^e has inserted at 
^ IfBugtb jaU the, pas^ag^s wlpcb ipight peyve to shpir 
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that Jerome had doubts in his own mind, in regard to the 
Panline origin of onr epistle. This he avers to have been 
the fact. But whether there is any just foundation for sach 
an assertion, has already been examined above, p. 154 seq. 
Jerome, no doubt, felt himself obliged to use great caution, 
in regard to the manner in which he spoke of the epistle 
to the Hebrews, because the prevailing sentiment of the 
western churches, in his time, was against the Pauline 
origin of it. More than this can never be fairly deduced, 
from any of the langnage which he employs. The passages 
in his epistle to Dardaaus, in his commentary on Matt. 
XXVI., and in his book De Viris lUusirihus c. v, (sapra, 
pp. 154, 155,) can never be made to speak less than a 
decided, definite opiDion, on the part of Jerome himself, in 
respect to the Pauline origin of our epistle. How should 
he have been the occasion of revolutionizing the whole of 
the western churches, in regard to the sentiment under 
consideration, if this were not the case? 

Other lestimoniofi, too, De Wctte has omitted, which are 
in favour of the Pauline origin of our epistle. In stating 
the opposition of the Latin churches to this sentiment, he 
has brought forward the doubts of Jerome, and of his con- 
temporaries. He has followed these on, down to the 
seventh century, by quoting from Primasius and Isidore 
Hispaliensis. But he has not once hinted, that in this 
same western church, all those distinguished bishops who 
are mentioned above (p. 153), admitted onr epistle to be 
Paul's; excepting that he has adduced some of the testi- 
mony of Jerome and Augustine. 

Besides, he has advanced the broad position, that " the 
western churches originally (anfanglich) denied this epistle 
to be Paul's." The passages adduced in proof of this, are 
Euseb. Ecc. Hist. vi. 20, (cited above, p. 13S); v. 36, 



t 



d 



§ 80. OBJECTIONS BY DB WBfTB. 907 

(rapNi p. 145); the passages from Photias/ 6obar» and 
Hippolytns, (sapra p. 145) ; TertolUan, : de Padicitia^ 
c. 20, (sapra p. 160 seq.); CypriaD» de. Martyr, c. xi., 
(sapra p. 151) ; Jerome, Epist ad Paolioom, (saprap. 155); 
and Philastrios, de Hasres, c« 89, who speaks only of the 
opiBion of others, himself belieying the epistle to be Paal's. 
Bot De Wette has not said a word, in this connexion^ of all 
flie evidence addaced in § 12 above, which has relation to 
this subject; nor of the division of opinion, that existed in 
the Latin charches of later times, and before the days of 
Jerome, in respect to the subject in question. 
. Agaiui in stating the testimony of the eastern cburcAes, 
De Wette has merely brought forward Eusebius, as testi- 
fying to the opinions of his own times; see Eusebius' 
testimony above, p. 137 seq. At the same time, he inti- 
mates that there were doubts, in that part of the church, in 
regard to the Pauline origin of our epistle. He has not, ' 
howiever, produced a single author from the East who has 
expressed any such doubts, (and this for a very imperious 
reason) ; while, at the same time, he has sedulously omitted 
an those, cited on p. 148 Sibove, who undoubtedly ascribed 
oar epistle to Paul. 

'■ ^Is ttiis, now, an impartial examination and statement of 
evidence, on tiiis great questicm T And has an author, who 
writes in this hasty manner, without extended examination, 
aind without deliberation, any right to find fault with others, 
whod they refuse to receive his allegations with implicit 
credit, and betake themselves to such an examination, as 
may detect imperfect representation and statements evi- 
dently dictated by partiality? 

Next, as to the internal ground of proof ^ that our episOe 
does not belong to Paul. 

>These are, without exception, the «ame as bad been 



308 §90. aBJBGTiORS by Dfi WR*^. 

before -advanced by EicMorn^ Ziegler, Bei^fboldt^ S^httlsi 
9nd Seyffarth ; aU of Tvbich have been exanuned m A^ 
preceding pages. De Wetle states^ very Gategori6aUy» 
that the language of our epistle is very differtol from tbat 
of Paal; and be appeals. to Schulz as iKiving mb^t fbUy 
idlowti tbis^ in the work whicb has been already examiiMdi 
Hote far the case is as Schvlz has rei>te8ented it, ittaiA notl 
be left to the reader io jndge for himself. 

What most* of all surprises me, is, that De Wette shmld 
^produce, as special proof of the alleged discrepancy^ of 
style, the formnlas of quotation, exatnined p. -248 seq* (18^ 
above ; and also the appdlations given to tbe Savioar 
by the writer of our epistle^ examined in p. 256 seq. (1^) 
^bove ; two of the modt unlucky df all the ai^uuM^nts which 
Schblz and Seyffinrth baVe adduced^. It requires, indeed, 
a great deal of patience and labour to examme this matter 
to the bottom ; more, I am quite inclined from bitter ex- 
perience to believe, than De Wette consumed in wiitiog 
the whole of the article in his Intfodaction, which has 
fespect to our epistle. 

Besides these two cases of die&rBity of style, De Wette 
has proceeded to cite a large list of words ; all of which are 
isksn from Sbhulz tod Seyffarth, and have already* been 
the subject of particular examination* With an advent 
turous step, abd without even opening his Greek Concbr^ 
dance for investigation, he has followed his leaders in tins 
hfuzardous path, and even selected the words exafeniiied 
above, on p. 276 (34.), p. 277 (37.), not omitting the most 
unfortunate of all Dr. Schulz's gtiesses, viz. theplu'ases on 
p. 278 (40.), above. The word iriVn^i too> had qovie in 
for its usual sha^re of discrepancy, (see above» p. 324 a), 
and also jSao-iXela rou 6ffou and rsAeiWif.. 

He avoirs, moreover, after Schnks, rthat the 4}ompaiia6n 
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ttnd Bymbolical use of the Old Testament pase^ages and 
^nttBanoes^ is foreign to the manner of Paul, and like to 
tiiat t>f Philo. (See on this snbject p. 187 seq. (2-) aboTe.) 
U% WMetiB, too, that Panl could not have represented 
COttistianity so correspondent with Jadaismi, nor Christ as 
higli -priest; nor would lie hnYt been silent about his office 
of apo^e to< the heathen, nor concealed the fact, that the 
Cairtetilail religion was designed as well foe Gentiles as 

Yet, how many of Panrs epistles there are, in whidi 
Aese topics are not insisted on, and which De Wette him- 
self does not suppose to be spurious, he does not sefem^ 
oneo to haiRe thought of. How is it possible that such at 
jvriter as Paul should be limited to one circle of objects, 
and reasoning, and expression? De Wette would not like 
to have the genuin^itess of his Own woiks tried by such a 
rule of scrutiny. 

'Ott tile question. To whom was our ejpisfle directed 2 De 
Wetle has exhibited a singulai- method of treating the sob^ 
ject. He endeavours to present difficulties that lie in the 
wwy of supp(»Bing that it was directed to any churchy and 
flien comes to the conclusion, that probably it was not 
enginally an epUtie, bat the composition of some companioa 
ef Pasl, who added the personal allusions toward thie close 
of flie letter, for the sake of giving credit to it as a com-' 
position of the apostle; so that all investigation ^bont 
either ike author of the epistle, or tlie persons to whom it 
is dinected, is in vain and useless, pp. 292—294. It seems- 
$Mkfr ittllj then, that the author of our epistle is a^dissembler 
aiftd dishonest man ; aiming to stand upon the credit of 
PaOl, because be fears that his own credit is insufficient* 
But>can any candid .reader of oHr epiistle refuse to see the 
uneqniiirecal <madQS xif sincdrity, candour, high-raised be* 
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nevolent feeling, and spiritaal comprchcasive views, every 
where exhibited? I repeat it, had the writer of such a 
piece any need of propping up himself, by the aid of even 
Paul's name and authority 1 Then how futile, nay foolish, 
the attempt to do so, if his style, diction, manner, reason- 
ing, quotations, circle of thought— in a word, every thing- 
is so toto cmlo diverse from that of Paul, as Schuiz, Seyf- 
farth, and De Wette represent it ! Where were the eyes 
and understandings of the readers? Could they not detect 
the imposture t And then what would become of the epistle, 
and of the reputation of the man who wrote it t One ought 
to have better reasons than thetie, to abandon the convic- 
tions which a thorough investigation will force upon him. 



§ 31. Ohjections by Boehme. 

■; The work of De Wette, noticed in the preceding section, 
was accompanied by a recent work of C F. Boehme, com- 
prised in a volume of about 800 pages ; which contains an 
introduction to our epistle, and a translation of the same, 
followed hy a copious commentary. Of the author little is 
known in this country, and, if I may judge by such reviews 
of books in Germany as I have perused, little is said in 
bis own country respecting him. The work was prioted at 
Leipsic in 1825. 

Like the critics whose works have been examined in the 
preceding sections, Boehme sets out with the most unquali- 
fied assertions respecting the discrepancies of style and 
manner, between the author of our epistle, and all the 
other writers of the New Testament. He asserts, that * as 
to the form and method of his work, the rhetorical ctm- 
struction of it, and the constant and accurate observance- of 
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m^er, oar author fkr excels the other contemporary sacred 
writers/ He extols the art which the writer of oar epistle . 
nseSy in order to persuade those whom he addressed to 
foHow his adrice ; in particular^ he gives as examples of 
this, Hebr iii. 7— iv. 13, where the writer very dexterously, 
as he says, turns the promise of rest in the land of Canaan, 
into a promise of rest in the heavenly world ; to which he 
adds Heb. xi. 8 — ^16, where, he avers, that ** the author by 
{be aid of his rhetorical art, and contra Jiiem historue, has 
rendered it aliquatenus prohdbiU^ that Abraham and the 
other patriarchs had a spiritual rest in view/' 

With many other eulogies he loads the auflior of our 
epistle, on account of his art, his eloquence, and his excel- 
lent Greek ; and from all this, (as was to be anticipated,) 
he comes to the conclusion, that the author could not be 
Paul, nor any of the other writers of the New Testament, 
being far superior to them all. 

Into the historical and critical examination of this ques- 
tion, however, he does not even pretend to go. He avers, 
that to do so would be merely agere actum. He considers 
the works of Schulfe, Seyffarth, and Ziegler, as having 
finally settled the question, beyond any hope of retrieve by 
those who advocate the Pauline origin of our epistle ; and 
after appealing to the authors just named, and to the con- 
siderations which he has himself suggested, in respect to 
the discrepancies of style and manner between the author 
and Paul, he concludes by saying, *' that Paul was not the 
author, satis superque demonstratum sst, a nobis aliisqueJ^ 

Thiis is indeed a summary method of despatching a 
question of tins nature; certainly it is a method, which 
spares writers and readers a great deal of severe labour ui<i 
study. Unfortunately, however, for atl these rhetorical 
appeals to the mere feelings and imagination of men, there 
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are some^ at leasts who believe io thq Pauliiie ot\^ of oof 
€pistle> that are too ^oJkw^ to shripk from bnngivig ^ 
whole matter to the test of actual iavestigatio^:! aod wbp 
Tfrill insist upon it^ that those who laake ass^rtionSy ax^ 
bound in duty to prove tbemt. ^ 

The work of Bpebme». under examinatiooi is not one 
wbieb bids fair tQ bring any ^CQessioi^ of strength to the 
^aase of those who deny the Pauline origin of our epistle ; 
and aU which I could wi§b to saj respecting bis^uggestions, 
has been already said in the preceding pages, 

I cannot deny^ however, that he basf exhibited soipethiBg 
WW in his book. He h^s endeavoured to show» thai Silas 
or Silvanns was the author of our epistle^ Aud th^t H wa9 
directed to the chprcb at 4-^tipch ; copjeotares, whiqh not 
only have not a single voice of ancient testimony in their 
favour, but which are destitute of any lurpfimstances that 
render them even in a slight degree^ probable. I. cannot 
help thinking of Boehme's introduction to his workx much 
as one of his countrymen thinks of a certain anthor, who 
has made some noise of late in the medical world ; ^' He 
has some new things, and some true tbings; but lua new 
things are not true thingjs, and his true things are not new 
things." - i 
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AU the writes, who have dedarf d againf t^ jt)ia. !P^»^^ 
origin of our epistle, have appealed ^o Origen's (clecJi^'a(t|pD, 

ipUtlfi {to itbe Hebrews] m tM textwe qf if$ 0yle U aw* 
canforwkli to the Qre^t idiopi, £tban the epistles of Psml]^ 
Wklbbftm Bortb<Mt» S»egkf, $€hwl9, S^yi^rtbi )>e W^fH 
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Boebme^ and others^ have one and all urged this considera- 
tion> and insisted upon it, that Origen's jadgment, on this 
pointy mast be considered as decisive. 

In respect to the general principles of criticism^ livhich 
are to regulate our investigation of such a matter^ I have 
already said all which I wish to say, p. 215 seq. (4.) 
The actual comparison of our epistle with the acknowledged 
epistles of Paul has also been made, pp. 173 — 209 above. 
It may^ however, be of some importance to add, in this 
place^ a list of some of the Hebraisms which occur in our 
epistle, in order to meet the very categorical assertion of 
De Wette and Boehme, that 'the style of our epistle is not 
only very different from that of Paul, but he composes in 
purer Greek, and with a far more oratorical diction.' 



Words and pfairases used in a Hebraistic sense, or in a way different from wbat is 

usual in the Greek clag^ci. 

Chap. I. l TUiTpaai^.ianeeftors of old time, /k^2K. Seldom or 
never does classical Greek so employ this word. "Eit* i<rj(arov 
Twy ^fAUfHoy, the time qf the Mestiah, the last age of the workU 
Oiy^il rfnnk ; purely Hebrew. 2 KXnpov^s, lord, ruler, tthV ; 
in classic Greek, one who takes by lot, or hy testament. 3 Aofa, 
splendor, brightness, radiance, IfOUSi ; kk Greek, opinido, senti- 
ment, maxim, fame, honour. ^Twotrraffc^i ahrov, of his substance, 
u e. of himself, SCSO)* WM. KaQapitfuov . . . .tS»v hfxapniiv, ex- 
piatiQufor siH,a^yB^Tl, i^epl' f^oBapifffJLosyEx. K%h. 36. xxx. 10); 
sec Comm. in loc. MeyaXtunhif, majesty, exceUence, i1*TW« Wl : 
Jiot found in the classics. 'Ev vyj/nXpts, in heaven, in the world 
jobove, DfDDli, Sept. Iv inl^iiXols, 4^ K€K\i^y6firiKev, obtained, 
,lthj; Greek, to ac<|uire by ioty to inherit. Same word in i, 14. 

I omit purposely all the quotations which follow here, and aH 
throughout the epbtle^ which are made from the ancient Scrip- 
VOL. I. 2 R 
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tures ; because, as they were doabtless madey in generaly from the 
Septuagiot version, they cannot be justly considered as properly 
belonging to the st^le of our author. If the Hebraisms in all these 
quotations were to be added to the list of those in the rest of the 
epistle, it would make it to appear something very different from 
'EKXtiviKtaripa, Whether Origen did, or did not, mean to exclude 
them, no one, so far as I know, has yet attempted to show. 

II. 2 Aoyos, commination, command, or revelation, *0*1 ; not 
so in the classics. 3 iMrriplat, the Christian religion with its 
threats and promises ; certainly not a classical sense of the word. 
4 livyafjietn, miraculous powers, miracles, iTV)2^, Xj/f DSlkbp^, all 
of which the Septuagint translate by ivvafiu ; in the classics, not 
so. QiXrioiy, a word unknown to the Attics. 5 OhovfiivriP /lA- 
Xovaay, the gospel dispensation, H2,tl Uf)!ft}; purely Jewish. 
1 iio^av, future happiness, a glorious condition in another world; 
peculiar to Hellenistic Greek. 11 'Ayca^oii/ and StyiaSo/ieyoi, 
making atonement for, and, those for whom atonement is made, 
or, who are expiated, UM\) and "1B3 are both rendered by Stytditt 
in the Septuagint ; in the classics, &yia$io means to consecrate, to 
make or declare sacred. ' 'ASeX^ovs, secios, amicos, ejusdem natura 
participes, DTf^^; classics, either children of the same parents, or 
near relatives, kindred by descent. 12 *lLKKKrioia, public religious 
assembly, bT^p, mSJ?, ^^*^i?9*» classics, public civil assembly. 
14 Sapjcos Koi oifiaTos, human nature, corporeal state or condition, 
itoH, 0*7=1^^3^, see Gen. ix. 4. and in the New Testament. 1 Cor. 
XV. 50. Matt. xvi. 17. Gal, i. 16. al. ; not so used iu the classics. 
Karapyi'/ari, to destroy, to render null OT inefficacious; classics, 
to be idle, to remain sluggish or inactive. £itdPo\oy, Satan, Xtoh 
ihe devil; classics, a slanderer, an accuser. 16 *Ayyi\uty^ angels, 
^heavenly messengers, Q^DK7p; in the classics, ayyeXos means 
messenger, or message. ^Ttip^aroi, progeny, offspring, j;*lt» fire- 
quent iu the New Testament, and three times in our epistle ; rarelv, 
Jf ever, has.it this sense among the classics. The frequency of it 
,is Hdlenistic. ^ 
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- III. 1 'ASeX^ot Ayiot, DH^'TR, Vs. xvi. 3 et sapc, prof e$8ed people 

m 

of God, worshippers of God; in a sense different from the. &ytos 
of the classics. K\^er€(os hcovpavlovy invitations or privileges of 
the gospel' no parallel in common Greek. ^AjeooToXov Koi &px*^" 
pia Tfis ofioXoyias I such a combination is utterly foreign to the 
classics. 2 OUt^ in the sense of worshippers of God, the assembly 
of the faithful, m. Djn^» m : peculiar to Hellenistic Greek. 
So 13 Kaa* kKatrrnv ^fi^par, Vf)KJ b^, continually,. constantly. 
iKXjjp^vuf, prn, rWrp, applied to the heart or mind ; literally used 
only in the classics. l6 UapenUpayav, rHD, I^ID, not of classic 
usage. 17 npocrwx^iSe, IMp; not a classic word. 'A/iapr^tratrt, 
U^tSn, sinners, violators of divine precepts ; classic usage, to miss 
the mark, to fail, &c. ; the sense oi sinners or offenders, as in our 
epistle, is seldom and doubtful in the classics. l^w\a, carcases, 
corpses, Dn:iSI; in common Greek, members, limbs. 18 Kard- 
vavaiv, HTHM, rest, future rest or happiness; Greek, a causing of 
rest, stilling, quieting. . 

IV. 2 EuayyeXierfiivot, *lll^2» used here in a more appropriate 
and peculiar sense, than in the classics. 'O \6yos rf}s kKorjs^ J^tt} 
nWDttf, found in Paul, 1 Thess. ii. 13; the words are classic, but 
the combination is altogether diverse from any in the classics.' 
12 ZStv, perpetual, enduring, or active, ^H, as in *11 ^K; not in 
the classics. 13 Ovk . . . icrlais, 73 liv, Greek oviiy, no creature, 
nothing: Krltns, in the classics, means, the act of creating. 
14 Ohpavovs,'U^^,\h^ Hebrew \^e^ oi the firmament above. 
'OfioXoylas, religion, professed subjection to Christ, Sept for TT^, 
votum. l5'A<rBev€ias, moral weaknesses. Sept, for b^lffy^ stumbling, 
and y71 claudicatio ; cX^lssxqs, physical weakness, with various 
shades. \6 @p6vos Tfjs xopcros, without a parallel in the classics. 
V. 3 Upoerfipetv, to offer gifts and sacrifices to God, SHpH 
Ont}i >>'*in ; in Greek, not appropriate to this sacred rite. 7 EiV- 
aKovadeis, delivered, saved, Sept. for ^^tl^ Hjy. 12 Ta ffroixela 
Tri$ &pxvf tQv \oyiutv ; such an expression is wanting in the classics. 



316' §32. HBBRillSAfS Of TH fi BPl^STLlB. 

raXtottos .... rptx^ffSf 061 a classical meCapbor. 13 A4yofif iitmi- 
ofniyiis, Christian or teUgioua doetrme;^ witbout a» extmple iii> 
tbe elassics. i 

Vh 1 Neirp^v ipytaVf deadhfy desirnciive tvorks, U^T\Sll, Xy% 
dctidere, Septuagint, veKpot. 2 Bairrccr/uwy hiha^s, iwiOiiretin re 
XtipHVf fof eign to tbe classics ; as is Kpl/4aros ^tlwrlov. 4 Hrev/M-' 
70S iiyiov, t£h*Tj!n IT)*irT; aa expression and an idea fore^ to aU 
tbe classics. 5 KaXor .... pfffia, promise of goad, sa USQ ^3^ 
often hi Hebrew ; classics^ declaration, any thing uttered. Aevr^ 
fieis ftiXKByros atSy^f, tniraculocis powers under the gospel dispen- 
sation ; an utter stranger to tbe classic ^iitbors. 7 Boripriv, any 
kind of fruit wbich tlie eartb produces, 2^\tnf i in Greek, amjfkj 
berbage, vegetation. 10 Els to oyofm ahrov, toward him, toward 
his cause, for his sake, ODitf!?), ovd/ia being pkouastie, as kk 
Hebirew. 12 MdKpifdvfilai, patient waiting, TtShVi, prolongation 
Sept. ; whicb I cannot find in the cksstcs. Tfji hrayyeklas, the 
promised blessing ; classic sense, promise. 

VII. 1 060V v^lwrw, ffhif ; the wottfil are classic Greek, but the 
combination is Hebr6i^« Koir^s , slaughter, TMHO ; Greek, hewing, 
cutting out. 3 'AToroyp, afifirtop, without any genealogy of pa* 
rents; tbe classic writers apply these words to their ^odsi and t<i 
orphan children, in quite a different sense. 4 ' AtpoBivitav, 0poib 
in general, (see Gen. xiv. 20); classics, first fruits, part of tbf 
spoils of war presented to tbe gods. Hatpiapxns, TfOHT^ \^^*1 ; 
1 canpot find any trace of this word in the classic^. 5 'Ateieicor 
t6w^ to tithe, to take a tenth part, li^Ji^; peculiar to Hebrew 
6reek. 'E^Xi^Xt^oras ck rfi$ 6a^^ *A^ifi, D^^HQ U^Hlp ; tbe 
Greeks said, y^vyaaBai vjtd nvot, in such a case, so that the above 
expression is purely Hebrew. 6. ^eicarow, as avobck-ar^ot in v. 6* 
10 '£v Tj dtf0i;c rov varpos, see above on v. 5. 11 TeMikfijts, in a 
ifense sui generis, l6 ^apKiKyis, perishable, short-lived, liffjii not 
found in the classics in such a sense. 20 'Opcw/iOff/as, peculiar to 
our epistle ; the cbssic opKtiffjiwria (with ante{>enuU accent) is an 
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adjeotive, <#p^ beings understood after it, 92 Huidriictis, in the seme 
of the Hebrew JHHTl* 

VIII4 2 *Ay/«v, plur., OWlp^wlp ; classics, fiytov. lufiPtfSf the 

• • • T t; » 

divine ITVtikp HSD ; classics, a common tent or dwelling. 6 Me^/- 
n^ff, in a difierent sense firom what is usual in the elassies. The 
long quotation from t-he Septuagint that follows, it not more^ 
Hebraistic than tlie surronnding context. 

IX. 1 AcKacw/Liara, ordinances, arrangemenU, D^SttfD ; classics,, 
sentence of justice, decision, just action or requisition. 5 'iXo^- 
pu>p, JDd3> Septuagint word ; classics, iXa^^pios -/a, -ov, adjec-* 
tive. 9 Ilapa/ioX^, symbol ; classics, comparison, similitude in 
speech or writing. 1 1 'Apx<€pevt ntKKdrr^v hyaBUy^ unlike any 
thing in the classics. 12 Tainris rflt Krltnm, 0/ the present worlds 
ktIou in the classics means, the act of creating. Evpafieyos, form 
sui generis, 13 Kewifw/i^Fovs, the unclean, U^, DvVfT; Greek 
fcotrcktf, to communicate, to share, to . render common. 'Ayio^ei, 
purifies, ]tht\)'f Greek, to consecrate, to devote. 16 ^peodai, ac- 
eidere, to happen ; it is sui generis. 18 *EyK€Kalyiarat, was rati- 

Jied; classics, to renew. 22 Alfxareicxvolas, sui generis. 26 Ka- 
TaPoXijs Koafiov, a combination unknown to the classics. Svi^reXc/^ 
T&y al^yur, the end of the former dispensation i no where in 
common Greek. 28 'Afittprlai, sin-offering, sacrifice for sin, 
ntXBH, Dlt^ ; not in the classics. 

T - T T 

X. 1 Eiicdya, complete image, perfect delineation, (in dfstinctioo 
firom (ncio, an imperfect sketch), i1^i|-Ln ; the Greek tlKti^y is simply, 
image. TtXetHaai, in a more pregnant sense than any classio 
usage gives to it. 13 Tedwacv ol e\dpoi ahrov imoroitoy rQy TobHw 
abrov, a phrase purely Hebraistic in its hue ; see Ps. ex. 1. [2]« 
20 Z&oay, qualifying such a word as oboy, is a combination un- 
known to the classics. 22 'Ej^ayriofAiyoi rag napilas, altogether 
Hebrew in its hue. 25 'Hfiipa, the day of the Lord, the day of 
terror, lrt\ HiTP DV, altogether in a Hebrew sense. 27 itypos 
S^Xos, C)^J fnn, exactly Hebrew. 29 Koiyoy, an unclean thing ; 
see under ix. 13. S^^ABXfjaiy . . . waBrifxdTafy, a method of ex- 
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pression foreigD to the classics. , 35 Tlafi/jrifflav, confidence. Chris- 
tian trust ; classics, boldness or freedom of speech. MiuQaicoho- 
tr lay, reward ; sui generis. . 

. XI. 3 AX&vaiy worlds, D''p^3^» entirely Jewish. 'FiifAari, com^ 
mand, '^yi, ^121^ ; Greek, saying, thing said. 5 'ISeTv ddyaTor, 
DID rTK*^,, Jimt^ HKl. Oirv evplaKero, ^^Tik; foreign to the classics. 
6 MKTdawoboTfjs I cannot find in classic Greek. 7 Ko^/iov, the un- 
godly, the world who were sinful ; not of classic nsage. HtKaioav' 
yris, justifying, of justification; classics, equity, uprightness. 
9 J,vyK\ripov6fniiyjJoint'possessors ; foreign, in this sense, to com- 
mon Greek. 19 '£v irapafiaiX^, peculiar method of expression. 
34 Zro/uara /laxalpas, the edge of the sword, yyV^B, unknown to 
the classic authors. 37 '£v (l>6v^ iiayalpas, with the. murderous 
sword, a Hebrew combination. 

XII. 6 Haihtvti, chastises, 1D^, and ver. 7 vaihelav, chastise- 
ment, 10^12: the meanings . here given to . these two words are 
seldom, if ever, given in the classics. 9 Tfjs trapKos iffi&y Trarepas, 
a Hebrew, not a classic combination of ideas ; aapKos meaning the 
physical man, in distinction from the mental one. T^ irarpl rwv 
wevudrtay, Heb. ")fef2 7^7 Jllffi")!! wi^. Num. xvi. 22. xxvii. 
l6 ; foreign to all the classics. 10 'AycoriTros, can hardly be found, 
I believe, in the classics. It is a Hellenistic term, corresponding to 
ItHp. 11 Kapvbv elpTiyiKov, peaceful fruit, i.. e. happy fruit, 'HIS 
0)bu} ; eipfjviKov here manifestly bearing the Hebrew-Greek, and 
not the classic sense. . 14 Oi^^ecs 6\berai roy Kvpioy, so rTK*^y A 
rrtlT ^M'^DK riKT. Is? n^n^;- the whole form of expression is 
manifestly Hebraistic. l6 Bpuaeios fjiias, one mea/ ; classics, the 
act of eating,. or food. The certainty that meal is the idea. here, 
arises. from. the adjunctjbuas. UpwroroKia, Heb. m^D4» '^^^ used 
in the classics. 19 M^ irpoar^B^yai avroTs-Xdyoy, 'flV 51DV ^A^2l 
*^2I*1^9 a Hebrew and not a Greek mode of expression. 22 Mvpiaai, 
S3y\, jl^^^l, the usual Hebrew expression for a large indefinite 
number ; the Latins said, sexcenti. 23 'Awoyeypafifiivwy iy bvpa- 
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vols, D^nS i^DSil ^3, Is. iv. 3. Conip. Ex. xxxii, 32. Ps. Ixix.' 
28. Dan. xii. 1. Luke x. 20. &c. An expression altogether 
Hebraistic. 

XIII. 3 "Ovrcs €v ff^fxarif in a frail dying state; not so ex- 
pressed in the classics. The mode of expression comes from the 
Hebrew, ittfB. 7 '^^yovfxkviav, teachers, spiritual guides^ 5p^>l 
UNHIIID ; classic sense never that of teachers. 8 \Qks KqX {rijiiepoy, 
O^VT) ^'^D/1^^ ; where, in all the classics is the like of this, in order 
to designate all past dnd present time? 15 Qvviay aiyiveias .... 
tfopTTov xecX^cv ; the idea of «acrt/&e of praise is Hebrew, Lev. vii, 
12, rrrtiin nQT, comp. Ps. l. 14. 23. As to K&piroy x^*^^*^^* 
there is nothing in the classics like it. Plainly it has its original 
iu the Hebrew, JD^/lSitf OHQ HD^ltf^, Hos. xiv. 3, we will render 
to thee the calves [i. e. the offering, the fruit] of our lips, or rather, 
we will render to thee calves with our lips, 1 6 Gi/a/ais, as ap- 
plied to ehiroiias KaX Koiywyias, is purely a Hebrew application. 
IZ'Vtt^/o Twy ^vxwy vfiuty, for you, Uytd^j?; the Greeks, vtt^P 



iffiSiy. 



Id this selection, I have aimed at taking only the more 
obvious words and phraises. It might be much enlarged, 
by more strenuously urging the principle, in all respects, of 
dissimilarity to the Greek classic virriters. That an idea is 
peculiar to the Christian dispensation, and unknown to the 
classic authors, has not been the basis of my selection in 
any case, unless at the same time there is a phraseology^ 
which is as foreign to the Greeks as the idea itself. If all 
the ideas which are not classical, were to be the guiding 
principle in our selection, there would be no end of ex- 
amples. But this would not be a fair and proper method 
of proceeding. It is the diction, 'duA phraseology, emd the 
sense which is given to the words employed, that are 
asserted to be 'EXXijyixeorfga. In this shape have I eddea- 
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voured to meet the thing; and the reader has die result 
before him. 

With such a result in view, what matters it, whether De 
Wette, SchakSy S^fbrth^ or evto Origen himself, tells as 
that oar epistle is almost clcusical Greek, aad that all rang 
Bmoothly and oratorically on ? As to this last assertion^ I 
have only to a8k> that those who make it woald translate 
and explain Heb. ii. 9, 10. iii^ 8^ 4. 15. iv. 3 — 9. v. 5. 7— *9. 
vi. 1, 2. vii. 1--3. 8, 9, 16, 16. ix. 9, 10. 15—17. 27, 28. x. 
6—9, 20. xi. 8. 89, 40. xii. 18—24. 27, 28. xiii. 7—9, 11— 
18; to which I might easily add many other passages. If 
ihey will find Greek more elliptical, more involved, more 
intricate and dark, in all the epidlles of -Paal, I will thank 
Ihem for the discovery. 

I mast add, also, that the list of Hebraisms and nnclas- 
sical usage, in oar epistle, woald have been much more 
swelled, if I had nt^t omitted to repeat the same words, so 
often as I foand them repeated and used in a Hebraistic or 
unclassical manner. Such words are ah\fig, uyioe^ ayiaCw, 
df/MprU^, a<rimM, Sixa^eojxa, «yxaiy/{cp, hvayytKla, xai* r^pkipay, 
it?^povifJt,og, K>tifipov(^fit^Beo, Koiravava'is, Kvyog ^PX^^> ftio-fiovoSoo-iiot, 
jteyotkomiv^, ffMrlriig, vexpoV, oTxo^, <rap^, reXjei&o, and others. 

I make the appeal now with boldness, and call, npon 
those who assert the almost classic style and manner of oar 
epistle, to produce more true Hebraisms, and more idioms 
foreign to the GredL dassics, ia any of Paul's acknowledged 
epistles. I will even venture to make another ofier ; which 
is, that I will show that soflneat least of his acknowledged 
^isHes exhibit less Hebrew colouring, when they diall 
have shown that some of Ihem exhibit more. 

It does not signify to beat the air, in this contest. 
Assertions are one thing ; faet^ are another. If Origen and 
931 tte Greek fathers were to assert, that our epistie - is 
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* BxXii¥ixaT§pa ttmn Paul's^ it could not make it so. ^' Ta 
the work of examination,'' would be my reply. Let every 
Cfitic go to this we^k, for himself, if he keows enough of 
Hebrew idiom to do it ; and the result will be an abiding 
coQvictioo, that Origen had as little reason for the assertion 
in question, as he had for the adventurous remark which he 
has made, on the use of the Greek article by the sacred 
writers. Origen's assertion, and eyery other man's, on this 
subject, can be brought to the test ; and he who subjects 
them to this process^ 1 am persuaded, will find himself 
brought, at last, if he will examine impartially and fulhf, 
to a firm conviction, that they are mev6 assertions, and 
nothing more. 



§ 33. Alexandrine hue of the Epistle. 

Eichhorn, who has so strenuously Insisted that Paul i^ 
not the author of our epistle, has endeavoured to show» 
that it is probably of Alexandrine origin. But the argu- 
ments which he adduces for this purpose, seem to me inca^ 
pabl^ of standing the test of a critical examination. 

(1) * The author of the epistie to the Hebrews, treats the 
ancient Jewish Scriptures as containing a mysterious and 
secret sense, concealed under the words. He also regards 
the various ritual observances of the ancient law, only as 
types and shadows of things undcnr the Christian dispensa- 
tion, Heb. x« 1. ix. 8. Philo of Alexandria expresses 
the same views, De confus. Lingg. p. 3^. Eichb. !Knlait. 
p. 442. 

That the general views of the author of our epistle in 
regard to the meaning and object of Jewish rites coincided 
with thpse df Philo^I should not be at all disposed to deny^ 
VOL. I. 2 s 
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Bai who is going to show as^ that these were not founded 
in truth? If/ as I believe, the Jewish dispensation had its 
origin in divine communications and directions, there can 
be no rational doubt that it had some important end in 
view. Surely now, the sacrifices and various rites of 
external purification could never, in and of themselves, be 
deemed an object worthy of special divine interposition 
and command. Their connexion with some higher and 
more spiritual object and end, was what stamped their 
highest real value upon them. In any other point of view, 
they could scarcely be thought worthy of the character of 
him, who requires men to worship him in spirit and in 
truth. 

That a man of such enlarged views as Philo, should 
have seen and felt this, and that Paul should have done 
the same, is not a matter of wonder to any one, who consi- 
ders the tendency of an enlightened mind, to look on the 
spiritual design of religion as infinitely the most important 
and interesting part of it. . 

What can be more diverse, however, than the particular 
form which Philo gives to his speculations on this subject, 
and that in which the ideas of our author are developed? 
Philo allegorizes on every thing, and every where, almost 
without distinction. The historical facts in the book .of 
Genesis,' the connexion of Abraham with Sarah and Hagar, 
and all other. occurrences related in the Pentateuch,. are, if 
occasipn'presents an opportunity, converted into allegory, 
and made the theme 'of exuberant speculative mysticism. 
Neither is 'there one word in all, which has any rdiatioo.to 
the Messiah, or to his atoning sacrifice. 

How very? different the types and shadows. preseated. by 
our epistle are, the intelligent and critical reader need not 
be informed. All is brought to bear on one single point*-:- 
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thd death of Christy the propitiatory sacrifice for sin made 
by ity and the efiectual reconciliation to God accomplished 
•in this manner. 

To reason, then, as Eichhorn has done^ is just the same, 
as to bring forward the allegation, that Philo believed in 
the existence of one supreme God/ that the writer of the 
epistle to the Hebrews did the same, and then draw the 
inference, that the writer of this epistle must therefore have 
lived, or at least been nurtured, at Alexandria. I venture 
to say, that there'never has been so rational an account of 
the object of the Jewish ritual, as the author of our epistle 
gives ; nor one so worthy of the great Author of the old and 
the new. dispensations, nor so consonant with the funda- 
niental maxim, that ' God is a spirit, and requires men to 
«' worship him in a spiritual manner.' 

(2) ' Philo intimates, that the higher mysteries of the 
Jewish religion are only for the initiated, jxyo-rixi^. In like 
manner our epistle, v. 11 — vi. 3.' Eihleit. p. 444. 

I can find no trace of reserve in our epistle, in regard to 
the StiAvoTots, or uninitiated. The expression of deep regret, 
that those whom tiie writer addresses had not made higher 

'acquisitions of religious knowledge, I can easily find. 

'Severe reproof for such negligence, I see; but not a word 

' about any distinctions between [awttm and offtuo-Toi, initiated 
and uninitiated, am I able to discover. Philo, in respect 

'to this, is more than half a Grecian Platonist; but the 
writer of our epistle practises no concealment at all. 

(3) * The Alexandrine author of the book of Wisdom, 
has praised wisdom, on account of its nature and qualities, 
and then adduced historical examples to illustrate all this, 

. Wisd. I — IX. X. 1 — ^xvi. 1. ' So the author of the epistle to 
the Hebrews, after urging and eulogizing; faith, adduces 



bistbrical «x^iiipteit( df it> M <;hii)[>^. ^t., in or^cY %non 
stroifgly to iinpre^ ib fttiportaBce/ )[>. 445. 

To which one may reply, that from the days of tbe^tifbetr 
iif our ^e^istle, ^wn to 'the present time, almo&t ^Tery 
=pra<itie{^i writer on religion, and e^ery |ireadier on Ae 
^i»t)ject of faith, has ^ne kh^ i^attie. But do<^ ibis :prove, 
Aat every such writer and ^eacher was bom or ^nttor^d 
at Alexandf^ia ? Gan a thing, so obvions to 4he ^conmofi 
sense of all men as the appropriate ^method of treating It 
subject, be adduced to establish a special i^^altiM b^rt^een 
^y two Wen, as to country or education ? 

(4) ' Many thoughts and expressions, 4n tte M^i&lfe lo 
the Hebrews, resemble those of Philo/ p. 446 seq. 

So EicbboYn, who has occupied seYersd 'p^igM with 
detailing expressions which afford ^nch reseaiblanceg. So 
'Schulz, also, who has occupied foui^teen pages with alleged 
parallels of this nature, printed id opposite columns, t 
have examined all these vnA tittentlon, and tnust confew, 
*that 4he impression made upon tne by them, is vory «dif- 
#Bt^nt from that which Eicbhorn s^ S<^Iz appear ^to3i«v6 
Y^ceivcd. 

1*0 any jconsiderate main, «feho makes this ^examinatioii, it 
^ill'very naturally occur, that the author of our <€q[4stle and 
^bilo iecrb "Contemporaries. A^t least, the ^former most 
%£ive 'come upon the stage, before the latter ^Uk it. Then, 
4ibth we#e educated as Jews; both were deeply r^ad dn tbe 
Jewish Scriptures, above ^all in ^the law of Moses. Both 
fbdttght, reasoned, and expressed themselves as Hebr0$irs' 
Writi^ in ^Or^k. Both had the same views, ftundamien- 
*tally, -of ttle great points of the religion of Moses. Both 
<bad high 'moral -feelings, nnd a ^eep inter^tin them. 
€ould it be|>os^ibfe, now, that there should not be points 
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of Tesemblance between Philo and oar author, when writing 
oa similar subjects? Surely not, any more than that there 
dMmId noit be points of sunilarity, between the sentiments 
^of a Christian divine in any particular age and country, 
•ttid those of another, near the same age^ in a di£Eereiit 
comitry* 

J9i>fli I%iIo and our author often appeal to the Jewisli 
.Striptiires. And because they deduce from them like sen- 
tn>enli5| does ihSs prove that our author must have been of 
tte.JJ^candrine school) Why is not the argument just as 
^good 4he other way, viz. to prove that Philo must liave 
i)€longed to some other country, i. e. to that in which our 
-author lived? AH that such Tesemblance can prove, is, 
Aat ibotfa belonged to Ihe Mosaic school; and who will 
deny this? 

I inny venture, however, to go farther, and to aver, that 

4he dissimilarity of style, between our episUe and the works 

of Philo^ as they appear in the copious extracts made by 

Schulz, is so great, that one might almost as well think of 

'proving an alliance between some heathen writer of Ored^ 

and our epistle, as between the latter and Philo. The 

^moment Philo departs from his Septuagint text, he goes 

off to an idiom as different from that in our epistle, as 

vcanwell be conceived of in a Hebrew, writing on moral 

ifiubjects, and making the Old Testament the basis of his 

speculations. Every critical reader who inspects the paral^ 

lels of Dr. Schuiz can judge for himself of this; and to 

<evisry such one the appeal isifearlessly made, in regard to 

the point in '.question. 

The writers whom I am nowcontrovertingvure indebted 
to J. B. Carpzoff, (Exercitt. Sac. in PauIIi epist. ad He- 
braeos, ex Philone Alexandrino, Helmst. 1750,) for the 
materials, which they have wrought up into the form of an 
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argament for the Alexandrine origin of our epistle. Bat 
they do not once seem to have reflected, that if the same 
iron diligence, iivhich Carpzoff has exhibited in his work, 
,had been applied to the acknowledged epistles of Paul^ in 
tiie same way, as large a harvest of resemblances might 
have been gathered. In regard to allegory, for example, 
(which is a main point of alleged resemblance,) what could 
be more obvious, than' to appeal to 1 Cor. x. 1 — 6. x. 11. 
Rom. V. 14. 1 Cor. xv. 45—47. 2 Cor. iii. 13—18. Gal. 
iv. 22—31; also to Col. ii. 16, 17. Gal. iii. 23—25. iv. 
1 — ^5? May it not be said of these passages, (as 'Jerome 

says of our epistle, and which has been so often quoted wiA 

'■i> 

confidence,) ' spirant quiddam PhtlonianumV Let the ex- 
periment be made by another Carpzoff', and I yentore to 
predict, that, assuming the principle of argument which is 
assumed by Eichhorn and Schulz, we may easily show, 
that Paul himself must have been an Alexandrian, and 
been educated in the Philonian school. 

One hint more, and I dismiss the subject. Is not the 
Septuagint Alexandrine Greek ? Are not the Apocryphal 
books connected with the Old Testament, Alexandrine 
Greek ? Does not the whole New Testament Greek bear 
a close resemblance to the style of these two classes of 
books? Are not Paul's epistles Hebrew-Greek,' like all 
the rest? How can it be shown, then, that the author of 
our epistle was an Alexandrian, because he writes Alexui- 
drine Greek ? If the argument be valid for this purpose, 
which Eichhorn and Schulz employ, then may we prove, 
that all the New Testament writers were Alexatidrians. 
Quod nimium facit, nihil facit. 



i§34. RBIi^ULT. 327 

§34. Result. 

The coDclusioiiy then, to be deduced, from the preceding 
examination, seems to be, that the arguments drawn from 
the style and diction of the epistle to the Hebrews, are not 
to be relied on as deciding the question against the Pauline 
origin of it. No case of this nature can be determined by 
assertion. Allegations made for such a purpose, if found 
to be contradicted by factSy are not to determine the man- 
ner in which the question before us is to be decided. * 

One other thing may be said with truth, which has an 
important bearing on this question. If the interna/ evidence 
is altogether insufficient to decide the point at issue in the 
negative, the external is equally so. Indeed, the historical 
evidence against the Pauline origin of our epistle is, as we 
have seen, so little, so vague, and for the most part so 
indirect, that we may well say, ' (he objections have never 
been of an historical nature^ but of a conjectural one.' They 
have arisen more from taste and feeling, than from tra- 
dition or testimony. 

On the whole, I must acquiesce in the opinion of Origen, 
which I repeat as the general voice of antiquity; it is 

NOT WITHOUT REASON THE ANCIENTS HAVE HANDED 
IT DOVSTN TO US THAT THIS EPISTLE IS Paul's. Nor 

should I differ materially from those, who, with Ensebius^ 

can say, rou Se HuiXov ^r^oSijXoi xa) cru^elg at hexario'U'ape^, 
fourteen epistles are clearly and certainly Paul's. 
I consider, however, the form of the proposition, as stated 
by Origen, to be the most becoming, in regard to a point 
so controverted, and to contain, for substance, all which 
it is necessary or expedient for us to assert and to believe. 
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§ 35. Was Barnabas the Author ? 

Whoever is satisfied with the ai^fuments in favour of 
the Pauline origin of our epistle, may dispense with the 
examination^ whether any other person than this apostle 
has a title to be considered as the author* But as past 
experience mast lead one to believe^ that unanimity in re- 
gard to this subject is not yet to be expected, but that some 
may still incline to adopt opinions about the authorship of 
our lepistle, which were avowed or defended in ancient 
times ; it seems to be necessary^ briefly at least, to examine 
the claims of some others, as well as those of Paul.. 

The doubts raised in ancient times, whether Paul wrote 
the epistle to the Hebrews^ occasioned conjeotores wiUi 
regard to several other persons. Among the remains of 
ancient Christian writings, we find some hints that Barnabas 
was the author of our epistle. We first meet with these, 
in the essay of Tertullian, de Pudicitia, c. 201. ^' Extat," 
says he, '^ enim et Barnabae titulus ad Hebraeos/' i. e. 
there is extant an epistle of Barnabas^ inscribed to the 
Hebrews, This is simple assertion, without any reference 
to the reasons why Tertullian supposes Barnabas to be the 
author. He does not intimate whether he gathers it from 
tradition, or assumes it as a matter of mere opinion. 
He speaks of it as a thing which he believes ; which seems 
to imply that others in that quarter of the church were 
probably of the same opinion. But we find no mention ef 
this opinion again, until so late as the end of the 4th cen* 
tnry, when Jerome adverting to it says, ** Most [of the 
Latins] believe, that the epistle to the Hebrews belongs to 
Barnabas, or Clement;'' see BerUi. p. ii958, and Jerome 
in his Epist. ad Dardanum. Again, in his catalogae of 
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eccle^iantioa} writons, under the word Paubu, he s^jb^ '' Thp 
i^MtJe to the Hebrews ia thought not to be Us, on aoconiit 
of the dtforepaocy of Ao style ; bat to belong to Bamiibifts, 
according to Tertollian ; or to the evangelist Lnko^ accords 

* 

jfig to some ; or to Clement of Rome/' The same thing 
PhUastrins <A. D. 380) repeats, H»res. c. 89. And in 
modem times CSamaron and Schmidt haye undertaken to 
dofiond the hypothesis, that Barnabas was the wtbor of 
tins epistle ; B^rtholdt, ubi sqpra. 
. This is ail the evidence which history gives ns, in respect 
to this subject ; and this surely is too slender to boUd any 
opimoD upon, which can lay ctom to critical confidence. 

But an hope of defending this opinion, with any degree 
of plausibility, is removed by a comparison of the epistle 
to the Hdbrews with wl- epistle of Barnabas still <e:$:tant, 
and undoubtedly the same that was extant in the day» of 
TertnlMao, as the quotations frqm it by the ancient Chris^ 
tian fathers evince. I produce here a few short oxtraets 
from this epistle, to enable every one to judge for himself, 
whether the Autbor 44 the one epistle can be rationally 
supposed to have written the other. 

Chap. EK. MfiHfT$ <iWs rixv^, irjefi vivrm vkouff-k^, ori *A^ 
figaotiJt,, 6 irpwTOs ^re^iroft^v Sou^, h xvsvfjLart ^pojSXf^^a; sif rip uloy 
mp^epus, hat^Af 7%i&0 Ypmpi^ifiMrm S^yftora* Xeyi i yif Kal «^iff- 
TEfiM ^A^aoLfu fx TW fmam oturA iv^pag Uhm. xai i^rd ua) rptaxo* 
c-iws. Tig oSy ^ iotw9 n>\irif yvwr^g ; ,M»&m rou; isiuusurd wpoir 
twg, Jh» Tobg rpiaKotrlwg. Tfi H iinci oxrci, i&rai Una, ira htxi* 

hiy^Jk iMiiy TfiegxtiffUt}^ A^kii ovf' jh ffi-h *l(^ffO¥ h roif h^\ yfipur 
f^cr mi h M, ri/\t ^ravpinf, OIS«i^ i rqv l^urov h^q^ot^T^g Hofyyi/f 
odrei 4^6yo; h i^, QuSsif yififUF^wpw ipi^iv aw* IfbOM A^^yvv* 

Ak)^ «T^ !n Sdm &rri xt^lg. L e. Children, learo abnndantly 
ioregayd to all things; for Abraham, who first instituted 

VOL. I. 2 T 
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circambisibn; practised this rite, looking forward in 'the 
^pirii to the Son; receiving the doctrine of the three letters'. 
For [the Scriptt]re]-says> And Abraham circnmcised, ofhis 
household, three hundred and eighteen' men. What instnio 
itibn' is imparted by this ? Learn as to the first «ighteeo> 
then' as to the three hundred. As to eighteen, Swrflt signi- 
"fies ten, and^^a eight; this means Jbsua, And becAuse 
the cross/ signified by T, would pcissess grace, it 8a3rs; 
three hundred. It points out Jesiis, therefore, by the two 
letters^ atid the cross by one. He knows this, who has 
conferred upon us the engrafted gift of his doQtrine. No 
one has learned more genuine doctrine of me ; but 1 know 
that ye are worthy of it.'' Cotelerins, Pat. Apostol. Tom^i. 
p. 28. . • > 

' So then, because Abraham circumcised three hundred 
and eighteen personsi (which, by the way, is not said in the 
Scriptures, see Gen. xvii. 23 — ^27, comp. Gen. xiv*. 14, 
which gave occasion to the mistake), the system of gospel 
truth is disclosed in this mysterious number ; and this 
because \SftoL stands for fen, ^ra for eighty and rou for thret 
hundred^ i. e. here is Jesus, and he crucified. Where in all 
the New Testament is any thing like «uch egregious triflii^; 
"as this? 

" See now, how the same Barnabas can explain the cerer- 
taiony of the red heifer, the ashes of which were sprinkled 
tipdn offenders. After stating the ceremony, and that, the 
ashes were sprinkled by three children, he thus proooeds. 
'0 iiLS^X^^i o3to J Icrtiv' 6 */)jo-o5^* ol wpoir^igivrsg, Mfhgeg ifAaprp^hin, 
(rt iFpo(nviykavri$ aurJv «rl o-^ytjv* alru ouxeri avSjfj, diixiri df^i^fh 

i^%&t¥ ta)v dfrsipTioof, xa) rw dyvta-fji^hv rri$ xeipBtetg, iUgjI^xe rov 

iixoi^o cei-^uXa) rod 'I<rfa^K)t ilg to xvipu(rv8tr. Aid r/ ii Tfil^ 'weii: 
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«T# o3roi f^eyiXo^rtS Oi&. -"Oti liri tpiw Itr) ri foAjOy; fOrril 

Tfft 61^ royaiaivtf. A$ot rlteri ig^ov xat ro¥ v9'(rpwo¥; ^Ori h'^'ti^ 
fia<Fiksiat mkov ^peu IrovTflti vovripoi xa) fwapa),h ei^ iiiMis^Fost^'^ 
ffi^OL* Srt xaiaKym r^v-ffipnahi rov pufrot) t(m vo'Canrou .larmi 
Ka) hot rwTO ouTco ywii^ivaf ^fuy.ftfy fori ^anqoL^ es^f/y^i; $» OTCO^ 

But enoagh. . If all were cited/ which betrays a feeble iaod 
puerile mind, the! whole epistle must be transcribed. > Let 
him who needs farther argumedt on this salijecty penise the 
whole episUe to the Hebrews, ;and. then : read tbKingh^tjhe 
epistle of Barnabas. It is impossible that .he should^ not 
feel the almost indescribable difference between the two 
writers. : : \ - 

' Here . then : is a case, where the possibility of mistake 4n 
jadging is very small. The difference between this writev^ 
and him who wrote the epistle to the Hebrews, in respcMct 
to style, precision, clearness, energy, brevity^ — in awotd^ 
every thing 'which characterizes any. writing-^is heav&i'- 
wide. The most obtuse perception cannot fail to discern 
it. It is a hopeless ,case, to plead the cause of an hjrpothesis 
like this. 



*? 
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A 

The first suggestion among the ancient fathers, that Lnk^ 
had any part inthe composition of the epistle to: thq 
Hebrews, is found in a fragment of Clement of Alexandria,* 
preserved' by Ensebins, Ecc. Hist. vi. 14, in which Gle-^ 
tnent asserts, that ''.Paul wrote.tbe epistle to the Hebrews 
ip the Hebrew, tongue, and that Jiuke carefully translated it 



I 
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into ttie Gre«k." See note p. 130. The same opiDioo oi 
tradition, Origen mentions thus: " If I may give my 
opinion, I should say, the thoughts are the apostle's ; bat 
the phraseology and composition belong to some one who 
relates what the apostle said, and as it were comments oo 
the words of his master. But who wrote [i. e. wrote down] 
the epistle, God only knows. Report, which has come 
down to us, says, either that Clement of Rome wrote it, or 
that Ltike the Evangelist did." p. 127, supra. 

Both Bertboldt and Eichbom have adduced Origen as 
asserting, that report attributed the epistle to the Hebrews 
to Luke as the real author; which the context in Origen by 
no means allows. I cannot but understand him as saying 
merely, that ' the ancients had a report, that either Luke 
or Clement wrote down the epistle;' which corresponds 
with the opinion of Clement of Alexandria, OrJgen's teacher 
in early life. We have seen that afterwards, among tJte 
Latin churches, either Luke, or Clement, was regarded as 
the real author of this epistle; for so the testimony of 
Jerome and Fhilastrius, cited in the preceding section, 
would seem to indicate. 

We have no historical ground, then, on which we can 
boild the opinion, that Luke was the author of (his epistle. 
An uncertain tradition of the fourth centuiy is surely insuf- 
ficient. And even if Origen be understood as asserting, 
that tradition, in his day, assigned the composition of oar 
epistle to Luke; he also asserts, at the same time, that 
traditionary testimony was at variance with itself, as one 
party assigned it to Clement of Rome. He evidently 
credits neither the one nor the other; at least, not in such a 
way as to be fully persuaded in his own mind; for he 
says, " Who wrote down the epistle, ts |U.gv aKiiSe; Otos elSe." 
The same uncertainty both Jerome and Fhilastrius ex- 
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lubit, in the testiiiiony to whicb aUninoii has jturt beeo 
made. 

It 18 no donbt tnie^ that the style of LukiB approximates 
mach nearer to that of the epistle to the Hebrews, than the 
s^le of Barnabas; so that a comparison, io this respect, 
does not lead to so clear and satisfactory a result in this 
case, as in that Bot the situation of Luke, (bom and 
edocated abroad, as he was, and never having resided long 
in Palestine,) hardly leads one to believe, that be was so 
deeply versed in Rabbinical lore, and in Jewish feelings 
and modes of thinking, as the antibor of the epistle to the 
Hebrews most have been* 

The main difficulty, however, is the loant of any external 
evidence, that Luke was the author. And as there are^ at 
least, no internal circumstances, or evidence from style, 
which speak much in fieivour of such an opinion, it must bis 
abandoned as improbable, and altogether unsupported. 



§ 37. Was Clement of Rome the author! 

Origen is the first, who mentions Clement as the possible 
writer of the episile to the Hebrews* In what sense he 
does tbis, has been already considered. Jerome and Phi^ 
lastrittS, long afterwards, mention that some in the Latin 
churdies attributed the epistle to the Hebrews to Clement 
of Rome. The evidence of this from testimony, tib^i, is 
not entitled to any degree of credit, jrafficient to create 
serious doubts whether Clement may not have been the 
author. 

The internal evidence, drawn from a oomparison of the 
epistle to the Hebrews with Clement's first epistle to the 
Corifllhians, by no means favours the supposition in ques* 
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tionL tCfefiient hais* often cited the epistfe td the Hebitiwis^ 
Bat this seems to me abandant proofs that he did not/write 
thht epistle himself; ibr as ^e have already seein; he 
appetds to it as Scripture^ in order to establish and'conr 
firm sentiments which he is incnlcating, and in the sanle 
manner as he does elsewhere to the oth6r Scriptures.- * Is 
this to be supposed, in case he himself wrote that epistle? 
Pid Clement isittribute Scriptural authority to bis own 
epistle ? Or did the churchy whdta be addressed; attribute 
Scriptural authority to any epistlei^, but to those of ah 
aposde? Does he any where in his letter appeal to other 
epistles than such ? The obvious answer td these inquiries 
*detertnines the questiorii whether Cle^ient wrote the epistle 
to the Hebrews/in the negative. 

. But further. The difficulty of style is so grieat^- between 
thie epistle of Clement and thatio the Hebrews/as to make 
it sufficiently evident^ that both ^id notvproceed from ;tfae 
same pen. I refer not merely to the choice of words, 
(although this might be easily shown to be considerable,) 
but to the. general spirit and manner of the execution. 
There is an energy, originality, vividness of conception, 
and intensity of feeling, displayed every where in the 
epistle to the Hebrews, which is wholly wanting inr Cle- 
ment's epistle. It is plain, kind, faithful ; but it ici Inoden 
rate, comparatively tame, made up of many extracts from 
the Old Testament :and froni Paul, and of imitations^ as 
close as, might be, of the latter. But what a wide -diff^rw 
ence there is, after mil, between the original writer rand the 
imitator,' every one? miist feel who Teads both./ The one is a 
feeble rivulet, gliding gently along, which, but for tbo occa- 
sicmal contributions it receives from other stream^, would 
become absorbed by the earth over which it passes, and 
^ease to.flow ; 'the other a mighty stream^ oy^rflowiog^ all 
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its banks, supplying with water and fertilizing all the 
CQtintry through wtiich it passes. . It really seems, to me^ 
that a man might as well mistake a canal on the banks of 
the. Nile for the. noble river itself, as mistake Clement for 
theiantbor of the epistle. to the. Hebrews. 



§ 38. Was Apollos the author ? 

A supposition never made by any of the ancient chnrcheSi 
and first ventured upon, I believe, by Luther^ Com. in Gen. 
xlviii. 20. Postill. Ecc. Test. S. Johann. Evang. p. 44. 
But this opinion has since been applauded or defended 
by Le Clerc, Heumann, Miiller, Ziegler, and Bertholdtj 
p. 2974. 

The difficulties attending the supposition are, (I) We 
have no external evidence in favour oif it ; no voice of anti- 
quity being raised to testify, that Apollos has left one 
single liqe of any written composition behind him, much 
less such an epistle as that to the Hebrews. (2) We have 
no internal evidence of such, a fact ; for there is no testi- 
mony of this nature in the epistle itself; and there can b^ 
no evidence drawn from the style of it compared with the 
style and diction of Apollos, inasmuch as we have no 
^writing of Apollos, with which the comparison can be 
made. It follows, therefore, tfiat those who believe Apollos 
to be the author, must believe so without any evidence 
external or internal. It is not worth our time to refute 
such a belief. 



IN WHAT LAMOUAfiB WAS 



§ 39. In v>hat language was the Epistle oTiginally wriiteml 



Od this question, there has been a difference of opinioa 
among critics, both in ancient and modern timeE. Clement 
of Alexandria says that " Paul wrote to the Hebrews in 
the Hebrew language, and that Lake carefnlly translated 
it into Greek," Euseb. Hist. Ecc. vi. 14. Eusebins in the 
same manner says, that ' Paul wrote to the Hebrews in 
his vernacular language, and that, according to report, 
either Luke or Clement translated it/ Enseb. itl. 38. So 
Jerome also ; " Scripserat ut Hebrasus Hebrxis Hebraice," 
(Catal. Vir. Illust. voc. Paulus); and then he adds, that 
* this epistle was translated into Greek, so that the colour- 
ing of the style was made diverse, in this way, from that of 
Paul's.' Of the same opinion, in respect to this, was 
Clement of Alexandria; and Origen, as we have seen 
above, supposes that the thoughts contained in the epistle 
were Paul's, while the diction or costvme of it must be 
attributed to the person who wrote down the sentiments of 
the apostle. 

By the Hebrew language, no one can reasonably donbl, 
these fathers meant the Jerusalem dialect, which was spoken 
in the days of the apostles, and not the ancient Hebrew, 
which had long ceased to be a vernacular language. 

It is quite plain also, that these fathers were led to the 
conclusion, that the epistle to the Hebrews was originally 
written in the dialect of Palestine, from their belief, (so 
universal in ancient times,) of its having been addressed to 
some church, or to the churches, in that country. It was 
very natural to draw such a conclusion ; for would not an 
epistle addressed to Hebrews in all probability be more 
acceptable, if written in their own vernacular language 1 
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Moreover^ Paul was well acqaainted with that language, 
for he was brought up at Jerusalem, and ** at the feet of 
Gamaliel ;" and when he had visited there, he had addressed 
the Jewish multitude, who were excited against him, in their 
native tongue. Acts xxii. 1, 2. Why should it not be sup- 
posed, that if, as is probable, our epistle was originally 
directed to Palestine, it was written in the dialect of that 
country? 

So the fathers above quoted evidently thought and rea- 
soned ; although other fathers have said nothing on this 
point, and do not appear to have coincided in opinion with 
those to which I have just referred. Among the modems, 
also, several critics have undertaken to defend the same 
opinion; and particularly Michaelis, who has discussed 
the subject quite at length, in his introduction to this 
epistle. 

I do not think it necessary minutely to examine his 
arguments. To my own mind they appear altogether 
unsatisfactory. Some of them are built on an exegesis 
most palpably erroneous, and which, if admitted, would 
deduce a very strange meaning from the words of the 
epistle. Yet, assuming such a meaning, he thence con- 
cludes, that the' original writer must have expressed a dif- 
ferent idea, and that the translator mistook his meaning. 
He then undertakes to conjecture, what the original He- 
brew must have been. In other cases, he deduces bis 
arguments from considerations wholly a priori ; as if these 
were admissible, in a question of mere faqt. He has not 
adduced a single instance of what he calls wrong transla- 
tion, which wears the appearance of any considerable 
probability. 

On the other hand, Bolten, a sharp-sighted critic, and 
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well acquainted with the Aramean langaage, (who has gone 
through with the New Testament, and found almost every 
where marks, as he thinks, of translation from Aramean 
documents,) confesses, that in respect to this epistle, he 
finds not a single vestige of incorrect translation from an 
Aramean original, and no marks that there ever was such an 
original. This testimony is of considerable importance in 
respect to the question before us ; as it comes from a critic, 
who spent many years on the study of that which is most 
intimately connected with the very subject under considera- 
tion^ viz. the detection of the Aramean originals of the 
various parts of the New Testament. Berth, p. 2976« 

The principal arguments in favour of a Hebrew original, 
are deduced from two sources. First, that Hebrews are 
addressed in our epistle ; to whom the Hebrew language 
would have been more acceptable and intelligible, and 
many of whom, indeed, could not understand Greek, cer- 
tainly could not read it. Secondly, that the diversity of 
style in the epistle to the Hebrews is so great, when com- 
pared with that of Paul's epistles, that, unless we suppose 
the Greek costume did in fact come from another hand, we 
must be led to the conclusion, that Paul did not write it. 

Both of these topics have been already discussed above. 
I merely add here, therefore, that in case the writer of the 
epistle designed it should have a wide circulation among 
the Jews, to write in Greek was altogether the most feasible 
method of accomplishing this. Besides, if Paul did address 
it to the church at Cesarea, it is altogether probable that 
he wrote in 6reek> as Greek was the principal language of 
that city. Even if he did not, it was not necessary that he 
should write in Hebrew ; for in every considerable place 
in Palestine, there were more or less who understood the 
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Greek language. Whoever wishes to see this last position 
established beyond any reasonable doubt^ may read Hug's 
Introduction td the N. Test. Vol. II. pp. 32—60. 

When Paul wrote to the Rotnans, he did not write in 
Latin ; yet there was no difficulty in making his epistle 
understood, for the knowledge of Greek was very common 
at Rome. If Paul understood the Latin language/ (which 
is no where affirmed, and he had not resided, when he wrote 
our epistle, in any of the countries where it was commonly 
used,) still he understood Greek so much better, that he 
would of course prefer writing in it. 

For a similar reason, if no other could be given, one may 
regard it as more probable, that he would write the epistle 
to the Hebrews in the Greek language. At the time of 
writing it, he had been abroad twenty-five years at least, in 
Greek countries, and had been in Palestine, during all that 
period, only a few days. The Jews abroad, whom he 
every where saw, spoke Ghreek, not Hebrew* In Greek he 
preached and conversed. Is it any wonder, then, that after 
twenty-five years incessant labour of preaching, conversing, 
and v(rriting in this language, he should have preferred 
writing in it ? Indeed can it be probable^ that, under cir- 
cumstances like these, he still possessed an equal facility 
of writing in his native dialect of Palestine ? 

I cannot think it strange^ therefore, that although the 
epistle to the Hebrews was in all probability directed to 
some part of Palestine, yet it was written by Paul in 
Greek, and not in Hebrew. But, whatever may be the 
estimation put upon arguments of this nature, there are 
internal marks of its having been originally composed in 
Greek, which cannot well be overlooked. Let us examine 
them. 
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Some of the arguments, produced by those who maintaift 
that the original language of our epistle was Greek, it must 
be acknowledged, do not seem to be well founded. To 
such belongs the following. 

' Instances of paronomasia occur in this epistle ; which 
necessarily implies, that it was originally composed in its 
present language.' 

For example; Heb.v. 8, i[uad§¥ if iv iir$L6e. v. 14, 

irpig &ax^i0-iy xaXov n xa) xaxov. vii. 3, awarto^, aiuvyrtng, 
fx. 10, M fipifUKTi xaX wdfJiMCt. xi. 37, hrpl^ir^a-av, exfi^aerOi)- 
C»v. xiii. 14, ov yotp e^^iisv Jiie fuivottcav vokiv, aXXa t^ 
jitfXXo(><ray fff'i{i}ro3jXfly. vii. 22, xpilrrovo^ hai^xt^s ySyoviv 
?yytioj*Jija'oSj, comp. v. 19, hyyltio[i9v rm Bt^. x.34,ri9y 
igTFoy^f rm vwap^d^rcov vpum jxrra x^P^^ vgoc^i^ao-dif yiy»* 
(rx9m$ ^ffv iv ieturois xpilrrovu VTrap^tv h o6pavoi§. See 

Eich. § 270. Bertholdti p. 2967, who has only repeated the 
^ame things which Eichhom had before said. 

Of these instances, that only from x. 34 seems to betray 
any real marks of design ; and even here, the marks are 
by no means of a decisive nature. Every one, who will 
examine any Greek writing whatever, may find in it more 
or less of apparent paronomasia in the same way, without 
any difficulty ; and this, where the author had no intention 
of exhibiting it. Whether an author really designed to 
exhibit paronomasia, or not, will in general be very ap- 
parent. I cannot perceive, that any one of the alleged 
paronomasias in question, really appears to be the effect of 
design. If they are altogether accidental, they may have 
occurred in the epistle to the Hebrews, even if its present 
language is merely that of a translation. In fact, eveq 
designed paronomasias may, not unfrequently, occur in a 
translation. The argument in favour of the Greek being 
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the original language of the epistle to the Hebrews, built on 
such instances of paronomasia as the above, (wbere^ in most 
cases, it is a mere homophony of like tenses or cases,) is 
too uncertain and too slender to be rested on, as a proper 
support of the opinion in question. 

But there are better arguments than such, to prove that 
the epistle to the Hebrews was originally written in Greek. 
They may be derived, from the manner in which the quota- 
tions from the Old Testament are made and employed, in 
our epistle. 

(1.) The author has, throughout, quoted the Sept. ver- 
sion, and followed it in nearly all cases, even where it 
differs considerably from the Hebrew. This, indeed, might 
be done to a certain extent, by a translator. For example ; 
if Paul had appealed to the Hebrew Scriptures, and cited 
passages from them, the translator might have taken the 
corresponding passages in his Greek Bible. It might easily 
be supposed, that it would have been very natural for him 
to do so, in all cases where there was no considerable dif- 
fer^ice between the original Hebrew and the Greek version. 
But, 

(2.) The writer of the epistle to the Hebrews has cited 
and employed the Sept. version, in order to illustrate his 
positions, in cases where the Septuagint does not corre* 
spond with the original Hebrew. For example; Heb. i. 6, 
Let all the angels of God worship him, is quoted, in order 
to show that the Son of God is superior to the angels. If 
this be quoted, (as is more generally supposed,) from 
Ps. xcvii. 7, the context there appears to show, that the 
subject is, the superiority of Jehovah to idol-gods, not of 
Christ to the angels. Instead of '^ Let all the angels of 
God worship hitp," the Hebrew runs thus, '* Worship him 
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all ye gods ;" and so oar English translation has it. If the 
quotation be made from Deut xxxii. 43/ (as some have 
supposed,) then is the argument still stronger ; for in the 
original Hebrew there is not a vestige of the passage 
quoted ; it is found only in the Septnagint. In either case, 
the force of the appeal seems to rest on the Sept. version, 
and not on the original Hebrew. Of course, the writer 
must be supposed to have used that version, in his original 
composition, by all those who hold that he appeals, in this 
case, to a passage of the Old Testament. 

But, as I have some doubts whether such an appeal is 
here made by the apostle, of course I cannot attribute 
much weight to this arguments See Comm. on Heb. 
1.6. 

(3.) The writer appeals, in Chap, ii., to Ps. viii., in 
order to prove that the Son of God must possess a human 
nature, which should be exalted above that of angels, and 
placed at the head/ of the creation. But the phrase in 
Hebrew, Thou hast made him a little below the Elohim, is 
rendered by the Septuagint, Thou hast made him for a little 

time, [or, a little'] lower than the angels; rendering DwK 
angels, which, to say the least, is an unusual sense of the 
word. Yet, on the sense of the version in t^e Septuagint, 
turns the force of this proof, that Christ was, in his human 
nature, superior to the angels. 

(4.) In chap. VII., the vnriter has translated the appella- 
tions, Melchisedeiy kinff of Salem, and told at length what 
ttiey mean in Greek. It is possible, tbat such a thing 
might be done by a translator ; but then the explanation, in 
this case, appears plainly to be interwoven with the dis- 
course itself, and to be a prima manu. 

(5.) In chap. ix. 16,17, Christ is said, in reference to 
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the old covenant ander Moses, to be the mediator of a new 
and better covenant, JV*] . , in Greek Siafl^xij. But, from the 
double meaning of hatrixri in Greek, viz. covenant and 
testament, the writer takes occasion, having mentioned the 
death of Jesus, to observe, that the new ^laiijxi] has received 
its full confirmation, viz. as a testament, by the death of 
the testator ; and that he may the more effectually remove 
^ offence at the death of Jesus, he goes on to say, that a 
had^xri, i. e. testament, (for now he uses the word in this 
sense,) has no force while the testator is living. Of course, 
the death of Jesus was necessary to ratify the new hai^xti* 
and it did in fact ratify and establish it, to all intents and 
purposes. 

' Now the whole of this reasoning depends on the two*fold 
isense of the word $ia$^x)], in Greek ; for the original word 

71^1^, in Hebrew, never has the sense of testament or will. 

• 

The Greek word Siad^xi} has, indeed, been adopted into 
the Rabbinic Hebrew, and sounds '^'^TY^l. But that it be- 
longed to the Hebrew language, in Paul's day, there is no 
certain proof; and even . if there were, TT^^ must have 
been the only word to which he referred, for ilHIl is an 
appropriate word to designate the Abrahamic and Mosaic 
dispensations, or the old covenant. Of course, the writer's 
illustration depends on the two-fold meaning of the Greek 
word hatfiKfi ; consequently, his language must have been * 
Greek. 

(6.) In chap. x. 3 seq. the writer undertakes to show, 
that the sacrifice of Christ was not only necessary, in order 
to make expiation for sin, but that it was predicted in the 
Psalms, that he should make such an offering. In proof of 
this, he quotes the Septuagint version, A body hast thou 
prepared for me, x. 64, viz. a body for an offering or 
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expiatory sacriiice. Compare now Ps, xi. 7, where Ihe 
Hebrew runa thus, 'h JT^3 Opt**, wine ears hast thou opened 
or bored, i. e. thou hast made me obedient. But it is the 
Septuagint version which appears to give direct occasion 
for the specific allegation of the writer, viz, that Christ had 
made an offering of himself as a propitiatory sacrifice. 

Other instances of a similar nature have been produced 
by critics, from oar epistle; but as they are less striking, 
and may admit of some donbt, I have thought best (o 
exclude them. These are sufficient to show, that as the 
very natore of the proof or argument, which the writer 
brings forward, depends, in some respects, on the form of 
the Septuagint version, or to say the least, the form 
of the proof depends on this, so he must have written in 
Greek, and appealed to the Greek version; for it is impro- 
bable to the last degree, that if the epistle had been written 
in Hebrew, he would have appealed to any but the original 
Hebrew Scriptures, when addressing those who were ac- 
quainted with them. 

Whatever difficulties the theologian or the interpreter 
may find, in reconciling these facts with the method of 
argoing which he may suppose appropriate to an inspired 
writer, it cannot alter the facts themselves. These are pal- 
pable, and not matters of conjecture. And admitting this, 
we are compelled to draw the conclusion, that the ori- 
ginal LANGUAGE OF OUR KPISTLE MUST HAVE BBBN 

Grbek, 

I would add merely, that the vivid colouring and anima- 
tion of the whole epistle, the impassioned and energetic 
expression of it, and its native, unconstrained appearance, 
all contribute to prove, that it was originally written in the 
same language in which it now appears. 
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§ 40. Critical and exegetical kelps te the study of the 

Epistle. 

It Lb not my object to make out a copious catalo^e of 
these ; bat only to notice those which are more particulaily 
of attention. 



Ancient Greek Commentators. 

Chrysostom^ Theodoret, and Tbeophylact^ the Greek 
commentators on this epistle, are all deserving of ao 
attentive perusal, in various respects. Philological, in 
the technical sense of this word, the reader must not expect 
4o find them. Chrysostom is the most copious, flowing, 
and OTatorical ; Theodoret, the most brief and comprehen- 
sive ; but Theophylact is by far the most agreeable, espe^ 
eiaUy for beginners in the study of Greek commentary. 
He comprises all that is valuable in Chrysostom, and, for 
the most part, nearly in Chrysostom's words ; while at the 
same time he has given to the whole, more ease, simplicity, 
and compactness. Seldom does he venture upon any new 
opinion of his own; and when he does, it is with great 
deference to his predecessors. The book deserves a re- 
publication at the present day, as a part of the apparatus 
requisite to the study of our epistle, and as one of the 
easiest and best means of introducing the young interpreter 
to an acquaintance with the Greek Commentators. 

If a glossary should be added to such a book, containing 
the few words in Theophylact that are not found in our 
common Greek lexicons^ and also the very good Latin 
translation which now accompanies the Greek of Theophy- 
lact, it would constitute an excellent book, for commencing 
the study and the knowledge of the original Greek fathers^ 
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Such an apparatus is alr^dy prepared^ and the book only 
waits for patronage^ in order to be published. 

English Commentators. 

* 

Owen, Exposition of the Epistle to the Hebrews, with 
preliminary Exercitations, 7 vols. 8vo. Edinb. 1812-14. — 
This work is replete with remarks of a doctrinal and 
experimental nature. The philology of it will be- less 
valued^ at the present day. 

/. Pierce, Paraphrase and NTotes on the Epistles of Paul, 
4to. Lond. 1783. — Some of the sentiments differ widely 
from those of Owen, and are such as ought to be examined 
with great caution ; but the work^ as a whole, exceeds any 
English commentary which I have read. The author has a 
great deal of acuteness, and is by no means wanting in 
regard to a tact for criticism. 

The works of Sykes, Whitby, Doddridge, Macknigbt, 
Scott, Clark, and others, on this epistle, may profit some 
classes of readers, but they are not adapted to the higher 
purposes of philology. 

Commentaries in Latin and German. 

Among the older commentators, Erasmus, Grotius, Le 
Clerc, Drusius, J. Cappell, Limborch, and Wolfius, have 
disti'tiguished themselves. The more recent works are the 
following. 

X jB. Carpzovius, Exercitt. in Pauli Epist. ad Hebrseos, 
ex Philone Alexandrino, 8vo. Helmst. 1750. — The same 
author has also published, Uebersetznng des Briefs an die 
Hebr'aer, Helmst. 1795. 

/. A. Cramer, Erkl'arung des Briefs an die Hebr'aer, 4to. 
Kopenhagen, 1767. 



§ 40. HELPS TO THB STUDY OF THE EPISTLE. 847 

C. F. Schmidius, Obserratt. super Epist, ad Hebrasos, 
bistor. crit et theologicaey 8vo. Lips. 1766. 

J. D. Mkhaelis, Erkl'aniDg des Briefs an die Hebraer, 
4to. 2 edit. 1780. 
S. F. N. Mortis, Der Brief an die Hebraer nebersetzt, 

8vo. Leipz. 1786. 

G. C. Storr, Pauli Brief an die Hebraer erlautert. 8vo. 
Tiibingen, 1809. 

/. A. Er^iesti, Lectiones in Epist. ad Hebrasos; illastra- 
tiones adjecit G. /. Dindorf, 8vo. Lips. 1795; — a book of 
real worth, in a critical respect, although not executed 
with much taste as to form and manner. I have found in 
it more to my purpose, than in any other of the commen- 
taries which I have consulted. 

Heinrichs, in Nov. Test. Koppiano, Vol. yiii. — ^This is 
a work, which exhibits some striking remarks, and no 
inconsiderable tact for exegesis. But the occasional ex- 
travagance of this writer's opinions, and the haste with 
which he throws off his works, are to be regretted ; as he 
plainly possesses ability to go deeper into his subjects of 
inquiry. 

D. Schulz, Der Brief an die Hebraer, Einleitung, Ue- 
foersetzung, und Anmerkungen> 8vo. Breslau,^18I8. 

The latest work is by CL F. Boehme, Epist. ad Heb. 
Latino vertit, atque commentario instruxit perpetuo. 8vo. 
Lips. 1825. See above, § 31. 

Literature of the Epistle. 

The introductions of Michaelis, Haenlein, Eichhorn, 
Hug, Bertholdt, and De Wette, exhibit the sum of what 
has been hitherto accomplished, in regard to this subject. 
Seyffardi and Schulz, in the works examined above, have 




also discussed the same aabject; as have Ziegler, Noesselt, 
Weber, Lardner, aad others. Wolfios, StolTj Schmidt, 
Cramer, and most other commentators, have touched, more 
or less, on the literary topics that pertain to the epistle. 
Lardner, Storr, Zieglcr, Cramer, Eichhoro, Bertholdt, Bag:, 
and Schuiz, are most conspicuoas amoog the class of 
writers now wider consideration. 
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